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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tur Master or Tue Rotts will continue to take causes 
without witnesses during the whole of the cause-days of 
next week. 





WE ARE REQUESTED To sTATE that none but actions in 
which the cause of action arose in Surrey, will be taken 
at the ensuing Surrey Assizes. 


WE ane cap to hear that the illness of Lord Justice 
Brett, in consequence of which the Court of Appeal did 
not hold any sitting on Thursday, is not of a serious 
character. 


Sivck tHe CuaNcery cAUsE List was printed, more 
than sixty causes with witnesses have been set down 
before the Master of the Rolls. It is anticipated that a 
transfer of a large portion of these causes to Mr. 


THE CONCURRENCE Of an early meeting of Parliament 
and a late Easter will enable the House of Lords to hold 
a continuous sitting of three months. The first list 
contains ten appeals, including six from Seotland 
and one from Ireland. The English cases include 
The Metropolitan Asylums District Managers v. Hill 
(the arguments in which were concluded last Tuesday) 
and Mackonochie v. Lord Penzance. Castro v. Reg. has 
also been set down for hearing, but it is not in- 
cluded in the first list. Of the appeals argued 
before Christmas, the only one standing for judgment is 
The Commissioners of Public Works v. Angus, in 
which the opinions of the judges have not yet been de- 
livered. 


THE EXTRAORDINARY FALL OF sNow, Which for some 
time rendered the streets of the metropolis almost im- 
passable, has naturally drawn attention to the provisions 
which the Legislature has made for these disastrous 
events. Those provisions, as regards the footways in the 
metropolis, are, as we have pointed out on former occa- 
sions, tolerably satisfactory. By the Metropolis Manage- 
ment Act, 1855, s. 117, it is enacted that ‘‘ every vestry 
shall cause any footway within their parish or district to 
be scraped, swept, or cleansed in such manner and at 
such times as they think fit,” but it is expressly provided 
that this enactment is not to relieve any occupier from 
any liability to scrape, sweep, or cleanse, or cause to be 
scraped, swept, or cleansed, any part of any such footway, 
or from any penalty for neglect so to do. This liability 
of the occupier (independently of local Acts affecting 
particular parishes in the metropolis) depends on the 60th 
section of the Metropolitan Police Act, 1839 (2 & 3 Vict. 
c. 47), by which a maximum penalty of forty shillings is 
imposed on every occupier of a house within the Metro- 
politan Police District, “‘ who shall not keep sufficiently 
swept and cleansed all footways adjoining to the 
premises occupied by him.” 





Tue case for the defence in the Dublin “ State 
Trial” has given rise to some further discussions as to 
the admissibility of evidence, which have led to the 
withdrawal of one of the most important counts in the 
information—namely, that which charged a seditious 
conspiracy between the defendants and other persons 
unknown, to cause and create discontent and disaffection 
amongst the subjects of the Queen, and to excite and 
promote feelings of ill-will and hostility between dif- 
ferent classes of her Majesty’s subjects. A witness was 
called for the defence to give evidence as to the number 
of evictions upon a particular estate since 1848, and the 
admission of the evidence was supported by the argu- 
ment that it would show the causes which had led to the 
formation of the Land League, and would negative the 
existence of any malicious or seditious intent on the part 
of its members. Mr. Justice Frrzerraup said that the 
general terms of the last count of the indictment 
rendered it difficult to exclude the evidence tendered, 
but he suggested the withdrawal of that count, 
to which course the Attorney-General 
agreed, and the court then refused to admit 
the evidence as a defence to the other counts, 
There is no doubt that in criminal cases con- 
siderable latitude must necessarily be allowed in ad- 
mitting evidence to negative a criminal motive, but if 
Mr. MacDonocu’s contention, that the number of evie- 
tions since 1848 was material under the whole indiet- 





Justice Fry will be made in the course of next week. 





ment, had been successful, there ,would have oe (as 
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Mr. Justice Frrzcrratp observed) “‘no prospect of the 
trial being terminated except by the death of a judge 
or a juror.’ Evidence of this class (whether for or 
against the prisoner) is of course of especial importance 
in prosecutions for conspiracy, where the knowledge 
and intention of the alleged conspirators are always the 
most material issues. 





Tue porutaR notion of the duties of the Lord 
Chancellor, or more properly speaking of the Chancery 
Division, with regard to wards of court, is by no means 
clear. A correspondent of an evening paper assumes 
that, because the friends of Mr. Law supported his 
marriage with a ward of court, the fact of the marriage 
must have been “ferreted out’ by the court. That 
is to say, it is supposed that a learned Vice- 
Chancellor, with a list of his wards in his hand, 
calls at sundry houses to ascertain how his young 
lady wards are getting on, and what male visitors 
are in the habit of paying them attention. It is 
needless to say that no such parental care is bestowed 
upon wards of court. Unless they are entitled to money, 
they do not become wards, and then only when the 
money is in court, or under the control of the court. 
And even when a ward of court marries without leave, it 
is quite possible the court may never discover the fact it 
the parties never come to the court for the ward’s money. 
In fact in this, as in all other cases, with the exception 
of those instances of contempt which touch the person of 
the judge or the dignity of the court, the court never 
interferes unless moved by some person whois a party to 
the proceedings. There is, however, a complaint made 
by this correspondent which is worthy of attention. He 
mentions three children who are entitled to £90 a year, 
the interest of a fund in court, which interest is 
paid to their father who neglects his children and 
squanders the money. A guardian having an allow- 
ance for maintenance is not accountable if it appears 
that, the infants have been in fact maintained, 
edhtated, and supported (Jodrell v. Jodrell, 14 Beav. 
397 ; Hora v. Hora, 33 Beav. 89); and where children 
are neglected, there must be some one to make the repre- 
sentation of that fact to the court before any interference 
can take place. It is not difficult to suppose that, among 
the large number of guardians who receive from the court 
an allowance for maintenance, there are some persons 
who are utterly unworthy of their trust; and some plan 
by which such guardians may be made to show from 
time to time that those in their charge are properly 
cared for according to their station in life would be of 
great service in many cases, but such a plan could only 
be carried out at the expense of the infants’ property. 





Tue Cuancery Paymaster is not, in a general way, in 
much favour (or “ favor”) with those who have to do 
with his department. He is accused of being un- 
necessarily strict, and of requiring all sorts of things to 
be done which those required to do them consider 
superfiuous, and, indeed, vexatious. The story told in 
the Times of the gentleman who was required to procure 
the alteration of the word “‘ favour” into ‘‘ favor,” and 
afterwards to get it altered back again, may be taken asa 
specimen. So far as appears, the order containing the word 
supposed to be spelled so as not to agree with the spelling 
of the same word in the title of the account, had been 
acted on, and the transaction afterwards came before the 
Audit Office. Now, if the transaction was complete 
and had been rightly completed, we fail to see 
by what authority the Chancery Paymaster could 
require the solicitor to procure the alteration of the 
order. That such or similar requirements are made, it 
needs oply a moderate experience to be able to attest. 
The Audit Office writes a long letter to the Paymaster 





some equally frivolous complaint. When the Audit 
Office makes this complaint, the Paymaster has parted 
with the money or stock, and is not in a position to put 
pressure on a solicitor so as, in effect, to force him to take 
the order to the registrar for alteration. Solicitors have 
no means of getting remuneration for such work, and it 
is unfair to them to require them to run about for the 
purpose of correcting something which the Audit Office 
thinks wrong, but which the Paymaster has acted upon 
as right. Nevertheless, when another portion of the 
same order has to be worked out, we have known the 
Paymaster refuse to act upon it unless the previous part 
is, at great expenditure of time, rectified to meet his 
views of what ought to have been done. It is clear that 
some of the modes of doing business at the Chancery 
Paymaster’s Office must be changed sooner or later, par- 
ticularly the delay which always takes place in making 
out a certificate of the fund in court, a delay which 
twenty years ago never exceeded one clear day, but 
which, according to the experience of at least one person, 
is now extended to ten clear days. This is, of course, 
caused by the deficiency in the Paymaster’s staff, which 
it is hoped will shortly be augmented. 





Tue Orper In Councit, based upon the report of the 
Council of Judges, contains little that has not already 
come to the knowledge of the public. The offices of 
Chief Justice of the Common Pleas and Chief Baron are 
to be “ reduced,” and there is proposed to be constituted a 
single division, to be composed of all the judges of the 
Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer Divisions. 
This consolidated division is to be called the Queen’s 
Bench Division, and is to be presided over by the Lord 
Chief Justice of England. Provision is made for the 
transfer of pending causes and matters in the three 
divisions to the consolidated Queen’s Bench Division ; 
for assigning to that division all proceedings which, by 
or under the Judicature Act or Rutes, have been or are 
assigned to the three divisions respectively [we presume 
this covers the marking of pleadings with the name of the 
division] ; for the taking in the consolidated division of all 
proceedings which have heretofore, by any law or custom 
other than the Judicature Act and Rules, been taken 
respectively in the Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and 
Exchequer Divisions of the High Oourt, and for the 
exercise by the Lord Chief Justice] of England of the 
powers of the Chief Justice of the Common Pleas and of 
the Chief Baron, “‘ unless such exercise shall be contrary 
or repugnant to any express provision in any Act of Par- 
liament contained.” 





WE DEEPLY REGRET to announce the termination of a 
career of great promise, in the death, at the early age of 
thirty-one, of Mr. H. M. R. Porz, of the equity bar. It 
is not very many months since, in noticing in these 
columns the death of his friend, the late Mr. Gzorez 
Sweet, he wrote of that eminent conveyancer, that 
“to his pupils his teaching was rendered doubly valu- 
able by the same painstaking and conscientious 
thoroughness which formed in truth the distinguishing 
characteristic of his life and writings.” These last 
words were hardly less true of the writer than of the 
subject of his observations. Mr. Porz was eminently 
thorough and careful in all his work, and, as a natural 
consequence, had already obtained a very fair junior 
business, and, if his life had been spared, would, in all 
probability, have risen to eminence. His university 
career was distinguished. He was formerly scholar of 
St. John’s College, Oxford, and gradyated first class in 
Litercee Humaniores in 1871. In the following year he 
obtained the Craven Scholarship, and was afterwards 
elected a fellow of Lincoln College. He was well known 
as the author of a treatise on ‘The Law and Practice 
of Lunacy,” and had edited the Bills of Sale Act, 
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‘Tux New County Covrr Ruurs will’ be found in 
another column. Although made to come into operation 
on the 1st of January last, we believe that they were not 
known to the officials of the County Courts until some 
time after that date, and they did not reach us until too 
late for publication last week. 


Mr. MacDonoeu, Q.C., the leading counsel for the 
defence in the trial of the members of the Irish Land 
League.at Dublin, constitutes an interesting link with 
the past history of Ireland, since he was one of the 
junior counsel for the defence in the O’Connett trial in 
1844, The only other survivor of these counsel is the 
present Lord O’ Hagan. 











THE DALE CASE. 


Wuitz we are glad that the Court of Appeal saw its 
way to affirming the decision of the Queen’s Bench 
Division on all the more important points raised by Mr. 
Dale’s case, we cannot help regretting that it felt itself 
compelled to differ on the one minute technicality 
through which the appellant has for the present suc- 
ceeded in defeating and defying the law and the 
tribunals of his country. A judge is, perhaps, bound 
to give effect to the merest balance of opinion which he 
may form on one side or the other, but we are tempted 
to wish that judges could strain a point in a case such 
as that we are discussing in favour of uniformity 
of opinion. It is really a lamentable thing that law, as 
declared by the most eminent and able of its expositors, 
should be such a very uncertain thing. It gives cause 
to the enemy to blaspheme, and is mischievous in many 
respects, not the least of which is that it must tend to 
diminish the public reverence for the law. The form- 
alities that were omitted were pure formalities in fact; 
no person could be one whit the better or safer for their 
observance. 

At the same time we must admit that the judgment 
of the court below, though most full and satisfactory 
on the other points, did treat the points as to the writ 
de contumace capiendo in a somewhat offhand and 
inadequate manner. To work an implied repeal of a 
provision originally intended for the protection of the 
liberty of the subject—however much such provision may 
since have become a mere form, or unnecessary from the 
existence of other safeguards—there must be a most 
complete and absolute inconsistency with the subsequent 
enactment, such as hardly appeared to exist in the 
recent case. Moreover, the view taken by the 
Queen’s Bench Division hardly gave sufficient ap- 
plication to the fundamental maxim that generalia 
specialibus non derogant. A general provision that 
Writs may issue and be returnable in vacation, 
however sweeping its terms, hardly appears to con- 
template such very special provisions peculiar to the 
writ de contumace capiendo as these were. 

The decision of the Court of Appeal is important 
as correcting the too sweeping view of the effect 
of the decisions in Hudson v. Tooth (L. R. 3 
Q B. D. 51), and Sergeant v. Dale (L. R. 2 
Q. B. D. 558), which the Ritualists have been 
inclined to take. Those decisions gave countenance 
to the idea that the jurisdiction established by the Public 
Worship Regulation Act was a new aud unhallowed 
Creation of an Act of Parliament, and not a true eccle- 
sidstical court at all. Of course the Queen’s Bench 
Division, in deciding those cases, had no such notion in 
view. What was really meant was that when a new 
Jurisdiction is given, in the sense that new modes of pro- 
cedure—as the procedure upon representation in this 
case—are given, the requirements of the statutes giving 
the new modes must be followed. For instance, Lord 
Penzance, though created a judge of the Provincial 
Court of Canterbury, and subsequently Official Principal, 
Could not claim to hear the matter of the representation 


at a place other than the place prescribed by the statute. 
Though the judges may have used expressions going, at 
first sight, further than this, no lawyer could fail to see 
that this was really all that was meant, and that the 
decisions of the Queen’s Bench Division had nothing 
whatever to do with the excuse alleged for defiance of 
the tribunal. The Court of Appeal has decided that the 
Public Worship Regulation Act did not create a new 
tribunal, but expanded or modified the powers of an 
existing one, and that, save and so far as the new 
jurisdiction or new procedure is expressly made subject 
to different conditions and incidents from those of 
the old, all the conditions and incidents of the old 
are applicable. We cannot help thinking that this 
was the only reasonably possible conclusion. 

Of the points as to the forms of the requisition, monition, 
and inhibition the Court of Appeal made short work. 
These documents followed the forms given by the rules 
and orders approved by Order in Council under the Act. 
It was held that the provision of the Act giving power to 
frame rules and orders regulating procedure included 
the power to frame forms; and, therefore, the forms 
were of statutory authority. The contention which, by 
reason of this view, became immaterial, is one which has, 
with relation to other statutory tribunals, played an im- 
portant, and often mischievous, part in English law. The 
principle it embodies may have done some good, but it 
has, in cur opinion, done also much harm. It is that 
the proceedings of a statutory tribunal of limited 
jurisdiction must, on the face of them, shoW juris- 
diction. This principle, applied to the proceedings of: 
magistrates with as much subtlety and severity as that 
which formerly characterized the practice on special 
demurrers, produced such mischief and absurdity that 
the Legislature has had, on various occasions, to inter- 
vene. We doubt whether the principle was originally a 
sound one. Its advocates argue, as the advocates of the 
old system of special pleading did, that the necessity for 
showing jurisdiction so distinctly on the proceedings 
tended to keep inferior tribunals within the limits of their 
jurisdiction, and to teach them the necessity of observing 
the extent of their powers with accuracy, just as 
the former system of special pleading produced an 
accurate knowledge of the fundamental distinctions and 
ideas of law. There may be something in this, but we 
doubt its truth, at any rate in the present day, when 
such abundant facilities exist for setting any excess of 
jurisdiction right. On the other hand, it does seem the: 
height of absurdity that, where there is no shadow of 
pretence for alleging that, in fact, there has been any 
excess of jurisdiction, and the person complaining does 
not make any complaint of such excess in fact, he can 
come and endeavour to pick holes in the phraseology in 
which the proceedings are stated, and take the most 
subtle objections, not corresponding to any real illegality 
or injustice in rerum natura. We should have been 
sorry if objections of this kind had prevailed. 

The only point of real interest in the recent case was 
the question whether there was a power of signifying for . 
contempt in proceedings under the Public Worship) 
Regulation Act. The case, however, as is usual with 
similar cases, consumed a dozen days or so of judicial: 
time which could be ill spared. 





a 





In the House of Commons, on the 18th inst., in answer to 
Sir H. Holland, Sir W. Harcourt said the judges, to 
the number of twenty-five, assembled in council, under 
the provisions of the Judicature Act of 1873, and* 
discussed the expediency of the changes proposed to° 
be made by the Order in Council. Each judge separately , 
delivered his opinion, besides which two of the judges‘ 
stated their views in printed papers, and those papers,’ 
if the judges did not object, could be produced. The names 
of the judges who assented and those who dissented from the» 
proposals made appeared under their own hands, and, under 
the circumstances, the Lord Chancellor was of opinion that 
it would not be proper to apply to the judges for information ; 








on the subject in writing. 
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THE DIGNITY OF JUDGES. 


‘¢ Tue business of a judge of first instance is of more 

importance than the business of a judge of appeal.” 

No doubt then can be entertained of the importance of 

the duties which the judge of first instance has to 

discharge. 

‘‘The true dignity of a judge’s position depends 
ultimately neither on his rank nor on his salary, but on 
the importance of the duties which he has to discharge.” 
It follows therefore that no anxiety need be entertained 
as to the dignity of his position. 

To the conclusion thus drawn from the premisses laid 
down by the learned author of an article on the High 
Court of Justice, published in the current number of the 
Nineteenth Century, though on grounds not precisely 
identical, we venture respectfully to assent. And con- 
sidering that no proposal has been yet foreshadowed 
tending to any diminution in the duties which judges of 
first instance, as such, have to discharge, which duties 
are, as we have seen, his most important duties, we are 
the more anxious to learn why it should appear to the 
author that the abolition of two offices which have 
wholly lost their significance, the offices of Chief Justice 
of the Common Pleas and Chief Baron of the Exchequer, 
forms a step in a process “‘ likely to diminish the dignity 
of the bench by diminishing the importance of the duties 
allotted to the judges.” 

Before entering on the ‘‘ explanation necessary to 
make this plain,” it will be convenient to see more 
exactly on what grounds the above-stated comparison 
between the importance of the business of judges of 
appeal and judges of first instance rests. ‘‘ In the first 
place, a large majority of the trials of any importance 
which take place in this country, and practically all 
trials in which the public take much interest, are trials 
by jury, or rather by a judge and jury.” “In the 
second place, trial by jury is the really popular and im- 
pressive part of the administration of justice.” To 
which may be added (thovgh not expressed as a distinct 
ground) the difficulty of the functions which a presiding 
judge is called upon to perform. ‘‘ Hardly anyone (it 
is said) who does not pass his life in courts can know 
how constant are the demands made, not only or chiefly 
on his knowledge of law, or on his readiness in under- 
standing intricate facts and their bearings on each 
other, but on his temper, his good manners, his self- 
contro], and his knowledge of mankind, and, in particu- 
lar, on his sympathy with the feelings of those who 
appear before him, either as counsel, witnesses, or par- 
ties.” Nor are the demands on his knowledge of law 
slight, for “the questions of law which usually arise upon 
such a trial are almost always questions as to how the 
judge ought to direct the jury, or whether certain evid- 
ence should be admitted or rejected. Such questions 
must be decided at once, and cannot be properly argued 
before they are decided.” In addition to all which, 
however, the judge may have further to consider on full 
argument how, on the findings, judgment ought to be 
entered, 2 task which, as recent reports (to go no 
further) show, often involves questions of law of great 
nicety and difficulty—of necessity, indeed, involves all the 
questions of law to which the facts and pleadings can 
give rise. 

We are to sec, therefore, which of these duties, func- 
tions, incidents, or characteristics is impaired or 
threatened by the ‘‘ process” of that which the learned 
judge expresses 20 lively 4 mistrust and fear; and in 
putting the question in this form we are giving it as 
wide « scope a6 it is possible to do, consistently with the 
leading principles which he enunciates. And here the 
uninetructed reader would quickly come to an end; for, 
pe _—_ the changes which the learned author pro- 

himself to propose, it is not pro to impair or 
diminish any of them. — ” 

What then is the “explanation”? But just at this 
point, to our regret, the learned author cuput inter 





nubila condit ; the argument goes out in a fog, through 
which, after a while, we catch sight of what, when we 
examine it, turns out to be a mere ignis fatuus. This 
cloudy region which we have to traverse consists in the 

main of a comparison, the bearing of which it is hard to. 
follow, between the methods and the subject-matter of 
what used to be called respectively common law actions 
and chancery suits. We will not follow it in detail; the. 
substance of it may be read in the introductions to 

equity manuals; the only novel feature is contributed by 
the illustration expressed in the statement that, ‘* It is. 
not a mere fancy to say that a criminal trial or an action 
for damages has a resemblance to a surgical operation, 
and a decree in equity to a course of medical advice.” It: 
would be interesting, and might be instructive, to listen 
to the learned author distributing, after the manner of 
one of Dr. Gauden’s sermons, the various forms of pro- 
cedure under the appropriate medical and surgical 

categories ; but a less lively fancy flags in the effort. 
The well-known story of King John and the Jew seems, 

indeed, to connect the extraction of money—that is, of 
“damages ”—with an operation of dentistry; but, on 
the other hand, the operation seems in another aspcct 
akin to the equitable remedy of discovery; while another 
operation belonging to the same branch of surgery, the 
stopping of a tooth, may be thought analogous to the 
properly equitable remedy of an injunction, or ne exeat 
regno. Thus the distinction of classes is again lost sight 
of; and in the result it will, perhaps, be more than 
justice if we say, ridiculum est hec illis similia putare ; 
nec tamen sunt omnimodo dissimilia. In sober earnest, 
however, the question has been debated and discussed long 
enough whether there is such a radical and essential diver- 
sity between the subject-matters respectively adjudicated 

upon by the old courts as to make them unsuitable for 
being adjudicated upon by a single tribunal. For the 
last thirty years every step taken has been in the direc- 
tion of consolidation; and though the learned author 
* thinks it questionable whether the Judicature Act did 
not go too far” in that direction, he will hardly induce 
the world to take that step backwards which he advises, 
But still, and all granted, in what secret channel is the 
argument meanwhile running? what is the bearing of 
the “explanation”? and how does it make plain that 
the process hinted at ‘‘ will diminish the dignity of the 
bench, by diminishing the importance of the duties 
allotted to the judges” ? 

We must see more precisely what is this ‘‘ process.” 
It appears from the following statement: ‘*‘ The method 
of procedure favoured by the Judicature Act, and which 
it is now, I apprehend, proposed to extend, is sometimes 
described as ‘the one-judge system,’ and its essential 
feature is that every cause, whether legal or equitable, 
should be tried in the first instance by a single judge, to 
to whom it should be allotted from its commencement, 
and who should preside over it throughout till he 
delivers a final judgment, and that this judgment should 
be subject to an appeal to a court of three judges.” We 
have already pointed out that there was no proposal for- 
shadowed for abridging the functions of judges of first 
instance, and, therefore, wondered how the importance 
of their duties was to be diminished, We now wonder 
the more, finding that their duties in respect of any single 
cause are to be increased. 

The first proposition, however, laid down as to this 
“method” is still outside the line of the argument. 
This system, which, it is said, has, “ since the Judicature 
Act, prevailed in the fullest way in the Ohancery 
Division,” “ cannot be carried out fully without abolish- 
ing trial by jury in civil cases.”” Now, if the words are 
taken strictly, and from what dollows it is plain the 
author desires them to be so taken in a very eminent 
degree, this system has not for many years, and has still 
lees since the Judicature Act than before, prevailed in 
the fullest way in Chancery or the Chancery Division. 
For if the essence of the system 1s that one judge is, to 
put it shortly, to see the case through from the beginning 





st, 
ng 
ere 
ed 
for 
he 
3C= 
10r 
lid 


es, 
he 


at 


eg 


I~ 





Jan. 22, 1881. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


215 








to the end, the system has, in a multitude of cases tried 
at Lincoln’s-inn, not been followed ; since not only have 
cases been for many years wholly transferred at some 
period of their existence from one chancery court to 
another; but since the appointment of Mr. Justice Fry a 
great number of cases, still retained in the chambers of 
other judges, have been sent for trial before him. And 
this observation is not unimportant, because the chief, if 
not the only real, obstacle to the system being fully 
carried out in the other divisions is the impossibility of 
securing that the trial of a cause shall take place before 
any particular judge. 

It seems, however, that a still more rigorous strictness 
of meaning belongs to the description of this ‘‘ essential 
feature.” The “essence” is that “the case is first tried 
by a single judge, who decides both the law and the 
fact.” Of course, if this, which no one has hitherto 
understood to be of the “essence,” is really of the 
% essence,” there is an end to the question. There can 
be no more jury trials, But we are hardly come so far to 
learn so little; and when this is learned, what follows ? 
Only that there will be no more jury trials, and that the 
discussion of the next proposition becomes superfluous. 

For the next proposition is, that ‘‘ any attempt ” to do 
this impossibility—namely, “to carry it (the system) out 
fully without the abolition of trial by jury—will greatly 
lower the efficiency and the dignity of the puisne judges 
of the Common Law Divisions.” Well, then, we must 
consider this impossibility as if it were possible, and 
assuming that trials by jury in civil causes are not 
abolished, see how the “ efficiency and dignity”’ of the 
judge engaged in trying such causes are to be lowered. 
And it is here that the argument recommences, and that 
we meet with that ignis fatuus already referred to, which 
is nothing else than a phrase invented, reiterated, and 
thus made to do duty for a fact. This phrase is to be 
found in the statement that the judge will thus become 
‘6a mere commissioner to take evidence.” Now, no one 
can know better than the learned author of the “ Digest 
of the Law of Evidence” that a mere commissioner to 
take evidence has none of those functions, powers, or 
duties, and needs none of those qualities, and that his 
acts are accompanied by none of those incidents, nor 
followed by any of those consequences which belong to 
or attend the acts of a judge (or, what is equivalent to a 
judge, though here described as something different, a 
“ commissioner for the trial of causes at Nisi Prius'’) 
trying a cause in the ordinary way. Nor would the 
making of judges “ mere commissioners for the trial of 
causes at Nisi Prius” (which includes the entering of 
judgment) in any degree even tend to “ deprive them of 
all connection with the decision of matters of law.” 

Let us see how the matter really stands. In the 
year 1850 Mr. Baron A. tried at York a case in which 
the writ issued out of* the Queen’s Bench. The trial, 
being a jury trial, was ‘‘ popular” and ‘‘ impressive” ; it 
gave occasion for all that display of tact, temper, know- 
ledge of men and things, readiness of apprehension, and 
correctness in ruling the points of law necessary to 
control the evidence, to direct the jury, and to cause the 
judgment to be rightly entered, which has been so justly 
praised, The learned Baron had seen nothing of the case 
before; he saw nothing of it afterwards; but he learnt 
that a rule was afterwards granted and made absolute in 
the Queen’s Bench for a new trial, on the ground of 
misdirection. In the year 1860 a similar course of 
events took place, except that it happened that, fluding 
& difficulty in some of the points raised, the learned 
Baron gave the go-bye to them, and reserved them for 
the decision of the Queen's Bench. In the year 1880 
Qsimilar course of events again took place, with this 
difference, that, as he could no longer reserve the difficult 
points for the Queen’s Bench, he was obliged to decide 
them himself, which he did on full argument upon 
further consideration, In the same year a cause at 
Guildhall was similarly dealt with, In the year 1890, it 
is foared that—what is feared P—that a judge, trying a 
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case at York with a jury, will have to do precisely 
same that his predecessor did in 1880. His 
tions will have remained the same. Why, 
will their “ ” have become less, or 
** dignity” have been lowered, since “his true 
depends on the importance of the duties which 
to discharge”? The only difference will be that, instead 
of a new trial being granted by the Queen’s Bench, it 
will (perhaps) be granted by the Court of Appeal. 

But how then is this supposed descent in the duties 
and dignity of a judge of first instance to be met and 
averted? By abolishing trial by jury. The “ popular” 
and “impressive” incidents of a jury trial are to be 
lost, and the judge is to be relieved or deprived of 
the difficult and important duties connected with that 
popular form of administering justice, in order to support 
his failing dignity. Now the true dignity of the judge 
“depends on the importance of the duties he has to dis- 
charge,” but for some reason, not easily to be gathered 
from, nor very consistent with, what has gone before, we 
must assume that to perform the function of finding the 
facts oneself, and applying the law to them, is in itself 
a more important duty, than taking part in and presiding 
over the trial of facts by a jury, and applying the law to 
the facts so found, although taken altogether the pro- 
ceeding in the latter case is more important than in the 
former. In other words, in a jury trial the honour and 
dignity is divided between the judge and the jury, and 
though the whole is greater, yet the judge’s share is less 
than what falls to the judge sitting alone. What, there- 
fore, is claimed is not that the judge’s dignity shall not 
be diminished, for it would remain the same, but that it 
is too little, and should be increased. In short, the 
dignity of judges of first instance not sitting in the 
Chancery Division—for it must be observed that these 
are the judges who are really meant throughout—is less 
than the dignity of judges who do sit in the Chancery 
Division, and must be made equal to it. 

The more strange is the observation, which seems 
intended to form part of the general argument, that 
“the practical effect of trying to apply the so-called 
one-judge system to trial by jury must be to subordinate 
the judges of the Common Law Divisions entirely to the 
Court of Appeal.” Now, since this “entire subordina- 
tion’”’ has been experienced by a long succession of 
Masters of the Rolls and Vice-Chancellors, it would be 
worth while to inquire whether they have been conscious 
of a want of sufficient dignity. And it would again 
be a curious inquiry whether there is more subordina- 
tion on the part of the judge when the Court of Appeal 
has only the opportunity of reversing his determination 
on questions of law, than when it has the opportunity of 
reversing also his findings of fact. 

In truth the learned author seems here again not to 
have stated his true meaning exactly. What the judges 
at Westminster had before the Judicature Act, what 
they have to a certain extent lost by the operation of 
the Judicature Act, and what they (so far as not 
members of the Court of Appeal) would entirely lose 
under the “so-called one-judge system,” is no part of 
the functions of judges of first instance ; but belongs to 
the “less important business” of judges of appeal—the 
opportunity, namely, of overruling one another, of 
sometimes assenting to and sometimes protesting against 
the overruling of themselves, and of sometimes being 
overruled, without the opportunity of either concurring 
or dissenting, by their brethren, In face of the learned 
author's express declaration to the contrary, we find a 
difficulty in supposing that this is the loss which he 
really complains of; yet an examination of the facts 
seems to leave it as the sole residuum of the argument. 

Nor only so; the restoration of appellate jurisdiction 
to all the judges is the pith of the scheme which the 
learned author proposes as a substitute for the existing 
system, and in favour of which he would abolish the 
Court of Appeal. As it can hardly be e that such 
a departure from the lines on which the reformation of 
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procedure has hitherto gone would be accepted, it would 
not be a practical matter to discuss this scheme in 
detail ; nor does space admit the consideration of all the 
topics touched upon. We may, however, be permitted, 
with all respect. to the eminent persons who hold the 
office of judges of the High Court of Justice, to say, that 
even in the heavenly bodies ‘‘one star differeth from 
another star in glory.’”’ All who are judges cannot be 
Lord Chancellors nor Chief Justices. Is there anything 
unreasonable in supposing that some may be preferred 
to others as judges of appeal? Nor need any fear be 
entertained of our losing, or failing to have the full ad- 
vantage of, the services of those brilliant and distin- 
guished candidates for posts of the first rank and magni- 
tude in respect of whom, but not by them, so much 
anxiety has been lately, in some quarters, expressed. 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


SULLIVAN +, MITCALFE AND OTHERS, C.A., 
29 W. R. 181, 

According to Sir H. Thring, section 38 of the Com- 
panies Act, 1867, was hurriedly introduced during the 
passage of the Bill through the House of Commons, with- 

* out being recommended by the Select Committee. The 
language of the section is of the most general and sweep- 
ing character. It directs that ‘every prospectus of a 
company, and every notice inviting persons to subscribe 
for shares in any joint stock company, shall specify the 
dates and the names of the parties to any contract 
entered into by the company, or the promoters, directors, 
or trustees thereof, before the issue of any such 
prospectus or notice, whether subject to adoption 
by the directors, or the company, or otherwise.” 
It has been conceded on all hands that some limita- 
tion must be placed on the language of this section; 
for in its literal meaning it would include every contract 
entered into by promoters, &c., whether relating to 
the company or not. As Lord Justice Bramwell said, in 
Twycross v. Grant (25 W. R. 701, L. R. 20. P. D. 
469), two limitations have been suggested, ‘‘one that 
every contract is meant which would assist a person in 
determining whether he would be a shareholder; the 
other that only those contracts are meant which affect 
the company, which put an obligation upon it, whether 
with or without some benefit attached.” And, con- 
sistently with his principle of leaving people to look 
after themselves, the learned Lord Justice declared his 
preference for the latter limitation. In the present case 
he expressed the same opinion, but Lords Justices 
Baggallay and Thesiger adopted the former limitation, 
which certainly appears to us to have the balance of 
reason in its favour. It seems tous that thereis a great 
deal in Mr. Buckley’s suggestion that the key to the 
interpretation of the section is contained in the latter 
part of it, which provides that “any prospectus or 
notice not specifying the same shall be deemed fraudu- 
lent on the part of the promoters, directors, and officers 
of the company knowingly issuing the same as regards 
any person taking shares in the company on the faith of 
such prospectus, unless he shall have notice of such con- 
tract” ; that these words should be read as meaving 
**on the faith that there was no such contract, inasmuch 
as the prospectus did not mention it,” and that this lets 
in the test of whether the concealed contract is such as 
if disclosed would have deterred a prudent man from 
joining the concern. The balance of authority is 
clearly in favour of the view taken by the majority of 
the Court of Appeal in the recent case, and it must now, 
subject to the decision of the House of Lords, be re- 
garded as settled that the prospectus must disclose all 
contracts by promoters, &c., which might reasonably 
influence the minds of persons reading the prospectus in 
a as to whether they will or will not apply for 
es, 








WINSPEAR v. ACCIDENT ASSURANCE COM. 
PANY (LIMITED), C.A., 29 W. R. 116. 

It was held some years ago by the Court of Common 
Pleas, in Reynolds v. Accidental Insurance Company (18 
W. R. 1141), that where a man became insensible and 
fell into a pool of water face downwards and was 
drowned, this was death by accident within a policy of 
insurance against injury by accident. Since that de- 
cision it would appear that the accident insurance com- 
panies have added to their policies a clause providing 
that “this insurance shall not extend to . . . any 
injury caused by or arising from natural disease or weak- 
ness, or exhaustion consequent upon disease, . . . or 
to any death arising from disease, although such death 
may have been accelerated by accident’’; and in the 
present case, where the facts were that the insured, 
while crossing a shallow brook, was seized with a fit of 
epilepsy and fell into the brook and was drowned, it 
was urged that the insured was drowned because he was 
too weak to hold his head above the water ; that the cause 
of this weakness was disease, not accident; and there- 
fore that the proviso covered the case. But the Court of 
Appeal refused to assent to this view, holding that the 
cause of death was not disease or weakness or exhaustion, 
but drowning. The court do not appear to have observed 
upon the words “‘ arising from natural disease or weak- 
ness,” upon which, perhaps, more might bave been 
said in favour of the insurance company. Suppose, 
owing to natural disease or weakness, the insured had 
fallen from a great height and had been killed by the 
fall, would this have been covered by the proviso ? 








REVIEWS. 


LIBERTY OF THE SUBJECT, 

Tur Liserty or THE Press, SPEECH, AND Pusiic Wor- 
SHIP ; BEING COMMENTARIES ON THE LIBERTY OF THE 
Sussect AND THE Laws or EnaLanpD. By James Pater- 
son, Barrister-at-Law. Macmillan & Co. 


In this treatise, which deserved an earlier considera- 
tion than we have been able to give it, Mr. Paterson has 
written of the law upon a variety of topics which are not 
often found in juxtaposition. ‘The book appears to be but 
asection of the author’s commentaries upon the liberty of 
the subject generally, and the idea by means of which he 
endeavours to make it a complete treatise of itself is not 
wanting in boldness or originality. Starting with the 
contemplation of the citizen as a thinking, speaking, and 
writing animal, Mr. Paterson proceeds systematically to 
survey his rights in this capacity. He divides his subject 
into two branches, dealing, firstly, with the law relating 
to security of thought, speech, and character, and, 
secondly, with the law relating to public worship. Under 
the first head is discussed the law regulating public 
meetings, the press, newspapers, the post office, theatres, 
and others of our babits or institutions which involve 
the expression of thought; and the limits of free ex- 
pression as imposed by the law against blasphemy, sedi- 
tion, immorality, and libel are laid down. Patent law 
and copyright may seem at first sight to be outside the 
scheme indicated by the title, but the author fairly thinks 
that the subject is not exhausted without considering, 
as well as the right to free expression, the right of 
property which a person may have in the form in which 
his thought expresses itself, Nevertheless, the introduc- 
tion of questions of proprietary right involves the 
difficulty that it is impossible to decide where to stop. 
This is obvious when we come to the second part of the 
book, which appears to be intended as a résumé of our law 
relating to the expression of the religious instincts of the 
people, and which is, in fact, a readable outline of Church 
law, the rights in Church property, and the legal posi- 
tion of Nonconformists, Here it would appear that pro- 
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prietary rights of the greatest importance might fairly 
come under consideration ; for the right of the individual 
to hold and propagate what religious opinions he pleases 
is scarcely adequately discussed without a definition of 
the limits within which he is entitled to devote his 
property to their support, a definition which may become 
of great importance in view of the increasing influence 
of the writers who are opposed to dogmatic religion. 
Would a bequest to promote the doctrines of 
the positive philosophy at the present time be upheld? 
It would seem more likely to be bad, on the principle on 
which Briggs v. Hartley (14 Jur. 683) was decided, 
where a bequest for the purpose of promoting a belief in 
the sufficiency of natural religion was held void. These 
cases with regard to endowment are really some of the 
most important factors in determining the legal limits to 
freedom of opinion. But although the author goes into 
a variety of questions concerning Church property, which 
are rather curious than useful, the law relating to en- 
dowment, as well as that with regard to the important 
subject of church buildings, are not treated of at all. 

Apart from any question as to the general design of the 
work, such a wealth of learning as the author appears to 
have at his disposal demands, perhaps, a more finished 
execution than is here displayed in order to make it 
as useful as it might become. A lawyer reading such a 
sentence as this: “As an advowson is in most respects 
capable of being dealt with as other real estate, it is 
capable of being exchanged, which, however, is an 
operation which involves a double resignation and a 
double induction” (p. 405); or this: ‘‘No spiritual 
person can hold more than two benefices or more than 
one benefice and one cathedral preferment ” (p. 445)— 
would be apt to give the author less credit for precision 
of statement than he actually deserves. With 
reference to the general observations or reflections 
by means of which Mr. Paterson undoubtedly suc- 
ceeds, to the great benefit of the unlearned reader, 
in adding the attribute of ‘‘ readableness ” to a mere 
legal disquisition, they are always interesting, but they 
are sometimes rather too discursive to be appropriate to 
a legal handbook, and they are not always suggestive of 
a sufficiently wide survey of the subject-matter. He 
says, for instance (p. 379), “‘ Except for the purpose of 
solving difficulties between the members of the Church, 
whether clerical orlay, and which the lawisbound to solve 
for the same reason that it solves all other difficulties 
between man and man, the worth or truth of any 
religious doctrine is deemed by the law of no intrinsic 
importance.” Surely the smallest consideration of the 
cases upon those charitable endowments for religious 
purposes to which we have alluded would show that this 
proposition is not true. Things may have altered since 
the time when Lord Hardwicke declared that the Chris- 
tian religion was part of the law of the land, but they 
have not altered to the extent of making it a matter of in- 
difference to the courts whether a testator gives his prop- 
erty to the support of one religion or another. But in 
spite of such minor imperfections as those to which we 
have referred, the book is a useful and valuable summary 
of many branches of the law which are as interesting to 
the general public as to the professional reader. 








SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of 
this associa:ion was held at the Law Institution, Chancery- 
lane, London, on Wednesday, January 12, the following 
directors being present:—Mr. Phillip Rickman (deputy- 
chairman) in the chair, Messrs. Asker (Norwich), Hedger, 
Kays, Pennington, Roscoe, Smith, Styan, Veley, and Wool- 
bert; Mr. Eiffo (secretary). A sum of £145 was distributed 
poo of assistance, fourteen new members were admitted, 

other general business transacted. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Brits oF ExcuaNGk—REMITTANCES TO COVER ACCEPT~- 
ances—Spreciric AppropriaTien.—On the 19th inst., the 
Court of Appeal (Jzssex, M.R., and Brerr and Corron, 
L.JJ.) reversed in part the decision of Malins, V.C., in the 
case of In re Gothenburg Commercial Company (28 W. R. 
456). The question was whether there had been a specific 
appropriation of bills of exchange which had been remitted 
to the company in London by a bank in Sweden to put the 
company in funds to meet other bills which they had accepted 
for the bank, the company receiving a commission for 80 
doing. It was part of the arrangement that the company 
should be at liberty to discount the remitted bills, and to deal 
with the proceeds for their own purposes before their own 
acceptances matured, paying interest on the proceeds until 
their acceptances should mature. The company stopped 

ayment on the 20th of January, 1879, and was ordered to 
be wound up on a petition presented on the 22nd of January. 
At the time of the stoppage there were outstanding accep- 
tances of the company for the bank to the amount of £2,197, 
to meet which other bills had been remitted by the bank to 
the amount of £2,300. Of the remitted bills some had been 
discounted by the company before the stoppage ; the proceeds 
of the remittances were received after the stoppage from the 
persons liable upon them, partly by the company %etween 
the stoppage and the presentation of the petition, and partly- 
by the liquidator afterwards. The bank afterwards met the 
bills which the company had accepted. Malins, V.C., held 
that the bank were entitled to have paid to them the amount 
of the proceeds of all the remitted bills, both those which 
had been discounted by the company before their stoppage, 
and those which were collected afterwards. The Court of 
Appeal held that a line must be drawn at the date of the 
stoppage, and that the bank were entitled only to the pro- 
ceeds of such of the remitted bills as remained in specie at 
that date. By virtue of the arrangement between the com- 
pany and the bank the proceeds of the remitted bills had 
become the property of the company. But, when they 
stopped payment, they stopped for all purposes ; they ren- 
dered themselves thereby incapable of performing the con- 
dition—viz., meeting their acceptances, until theremitted bills 
had been sent to them, and they were then entitled only to 
retain those of the remitted bills which remained in specie in 
their hands as an indemnity against liability upon their own 
acceptances. This liability having been discharged by the 
bank, the bank were entitled to have the remitted bills which 
remained in specie restored to them.—Soxicrtors, Plews, 
Irvine, § Hodges ; Ashurst, Morris, & Co. 





Pcsiic WorsuiP Recunation Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vier. 
c. 85), ss. 7, 9, 13—JurRispiIcrTiIon oF JupGE—POWER TO 
ENFORCE OBEDIENCE TO INHIBITION BY IMPRISONMENT— 
Vauipity oF ForMs FRAMED UNDER ACT—SIGNIFICAVIT— 
WRIT DE CONTUMACE CAPIENDO—5 ELIZ. c. 23, 8. 2—53 
GEO. 3, c. 127, s. 1—12 & 18 Vicr. c. 109, s. 26.—In 
two cares of Jn re Dale and In re Enraght, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 15th inst., some questi 
were raised upon the construction of the Public 
Worship Regulation Act, 1874, and the validity of the 
forms which have been framed under it. The questions 
were raised upon applications for writs of habeas corpus with 
the view of obtaining the release of two clergymen who 
had been imprisoned for disobedience to inhibitions issued 
by the judge of the Court of Arches, in proceedings insti- 
tuted under the Act, and for writs of prohibition to the 
judge, on the ground that he had exceeded his jurisdiction. 

The first question was whether the jadge appointed 
under the Act has power to enforce obedience to his order 
(and in particular to an inhibition) made in proceedings 
under the Act by the process of signtficavit, or whether he 
has no power of enforcing his order under the Act but 
such as is expressly conferred upon him by the Act. Sec- 
tion 7 of the Act empowers the Archbishops of Canterbury 
and York, but subject to the approval of her Majesty, toap- 
point from time to time a barrister who has been in actual 
practice for ten years, or a person who has been a jadge 
of one of the superior courts, “‘to be a judge of the Pro- 
vincial Courts of Canterbury and York.” And it provides 
that whenever a vacancy shal! occur in the office of offi- 
cial principal of the Arches Court of Canterbury, the judge 
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so appointed shall become ez officio such official principal, 
and all proceedings thereafter taken before the judge in 
relation to matters arising within the province of Canter- 
bury shall be deemed to be taken in the Arches Court of 
Canterbury,” and whenever a vacancy shall occur in the 
Office of official principal of the Chancery Court of York, 
the judge shall become ez oficio such official principal, 
“and all proceedings thereafter taken before the judge in 
relation to matters arising within the province of York 
shall be deemed to be taken in the Chancery Court of 
York.” Section 9 provides that the judge shall, after 
hearing and pronouncing judgment upon the matter of a 
representation referred to him by the archbishop of the 
province, “issue such monition (if any)” to the incumbent 
whose acts have been complained of by the representation, 
“as the judgment shall require.’’ And section 13 pro- 
vides that “ obedience by an incumbent to a monition or 
order” of the judge “shall be enforced (if necessary) in 
the manner prescribed by rules and orders, by an order 
inhibiting the incumbent from performing any service of 
the Church, or otherwise exercising the cure of souls within 
the diocese for a term not exceeding three months; pro- 
vided that at the expiration of such term the inhibition shall 
not be relaxed until the incumbent shall, by writing under 
his hand in the form prescribed by the rules and orders, 
undertake to pay due obedience to such monition or order ”’ ; 
“ provided that if such inbibition shall remain in force for 
more than three years from the date of the issuing of the 
monition, or from the final determination of an appeal there- 
from, whichever shall last happen, or if a second inhibition 
in regard to the same monition shall be issued within three 
years from the relaxation of an inhibition, any benefice or other 
ecclesiastical preferment held by the incumbent in the parish 
in which the church or burial ground is situate, or for the 
use of which the burial ground is legally provided, in rela- 
tion to which church or burial ground such monition has 
been issued as aforesaid, shall thereupon become void,” 
unless the bishop shall, for some special reason, postpone the 
date of avoidance for a period not exceeding three months. 
The section also enables the bishop, during the inhibition, 
to make due provision for the service of the church, and the 
cure of souls, and to raise the sum required for that purpose 
by sequestration of the profits of the benefice. Both the 
cases related to matters arising in the province of Canterbury, 
and before the proceedings were commenced, the judge 
appointed under the Act had, on a vacancy caused by the resig- 
nation of Sir R. Phillimore, become official principal of the 
Arches Court of Canterbury, or Dean of Arches. In both 
cases 4 monition had issued by the judge to an incumbent, 
warning him to desist from certain ceremonial practices, and 
in each case the monition had been disobeyed and an inhibi- 
tion had issued. The inhibition had in each case been 
disregarded, and to enforce obedience to it the judge had 
issued a significavit to the Chancery Division, under which 
a writ de contumace capiendo had been issued ont of the 

Division, in pursuance of which the incumbent had 
been arrested and imprisoned. Writs of habeas corpus were 
then applied for in the Queen’s Bench Division, and also four 
writs of prohibition to the judge of the Arches Court, 
on the ground that he had exceeded his jurisdiction. 
It was contended that the judge appointed under the Act, 
even after he, by reason of 4 vacancy in the office of official 
principal of the Arches Court of Canterbury, succeeded to 
that office, was still, as to proceedings instituted under the 
Act, exercising a new jurisdiction, and not the ancient juris- 
diction of the Court of Arches, and was not an ecclesiastical 


court within the meaning ofthe Act 52 Geo. 3, c. 127, which 
substituted the writ de contwmace capiendo, for the former 
writ dz ezcommunicato cupiendo, and that he could not, 
therefore, enforce obedience to his orders by means of the 
process of significavit. Reliance was especially placed ou 
the provisions of section 7 of the Act of 1874, that after the 








was the only method by which the judge could enforce 
obedience to the inhibition, though it was suggested that 
obedience might be enforced by the promoters in other ways, 
such as by indictment or by proceedings against the clerk in 
an ecclesiastical court for brawling in his church. The 
court (Jamzs, Brerr, and Corton, L.JJ.), however, 
held (affirming the decision of the Queen’s Bench 
Division, Coleridge, C.J., and Field and Manisty, JJ.) that 
no new jurisdiction has been created by the Actof 1874, 
but only a new metbod of procedure, and that the judge 
appointed under it was from the first a judge of the two old 
provincial courts, and is now the official principal of the 
old Court of Arches, with all the old jurisdiction of the 
court, and with the same power of enforcing his orders as 
that court always had. 

The second question was whether the forms made 
use of in the monitions and inhibitions had suffi- 
ciently shown on the face of them the jurisdiction of the 
judge. It was urged that, inasmuch as the Arches Court 
was subject to prohibition, it was an inferior court, and, 
therefore, oth to show on the face of its orders that the 
circumstances were such as to give it jurisdiction. Sec- 
tion 19 of the Act of 1874 empowers the Queen, by Order 
in Council, by and with the advice of the Lord Chancellor, 
the Lord Chief Justice of England, the judge appointed 
under the Act, and the archbishops and bishops who are 
Privy Councillors, or any two of those persons, one being the 
Lord Chancellor or the Lord Chief Justice, to ‘‘ cause rules 
and orders regulating the procedure and settling the fees to 
be taken in proceedings under this Act, so far as the same 
may not be expressly regulated by this Act, and from time 
to time to alter and amend such rules and orders, All rules 
and orders made in pursuance of this section shall be laid be- 
fore each House of Parliament within forty days after the 
same are made, if Parliament is then sitting, or, if not, within 
forty days after the then next meeting of Parliament, and if 
an address is presented to her Majesty by either of the said 
Houses, within the next subsequent forty days on which the 
House shall have sat, praying that any such rules shall be 
annulled, her Majesty may thereupon, by Order in 
Council, annul the same, and the rules and orders 
so annulled shall thenceforth become void, without 
prejudice to the validity of any proceedings already 
taken under the same.” Rules and orders were 
made under this power, and to them was annexed a schedule 
of forms to be used in proceedings under the Act. In both 
the cases before the court the forms of monition and ia- 
hibition given in the schedule had been used. The 
court held that the power to make rules and orders 
included a power to make forms, and that the forms had a 
statutory validity. Brett, L.J., was also of opinion that the 
Court of Arches was not an inferior court, and it was not 
bound to show its jurisdiction on the face of its orders. 


The third point was that in each case the writ 
de contumace y had been irregularly issued.. The 
statute 5 Eliz, c. 28, by section 2, enacted that every 
writ of de excommunicato capiendo that should be granted 
out of the Court of Chancery “shall be made in the 
time of the term, and returnable before the Queen’s 
Highness, her heirs and successors, in the court com- 
monly called the King’s Bench, in the term next after the 
teste of the same writ; . . . and after the same writ shall 
be so made and sealed, that then the suid writ shall be forth- 
with brought into the said Court of King’s Bench, and there, 
in the presence of the justices, shall be opened and delivered 
of record to the sheriff or other officer to whom the serving 
and execution thereof shall appertain.”” The statute 53 Geo. 
8, c. 127, by section 1, abolished excommunication (except in 
certain cases), and substituted for the writ de excommunicato 
capiendo awrit de contumace capiendo, which was to issue 
out of the Court of Chancery in the same way, “on 
all causes cognizable in the ecclesiastical courts,’ upon 
the judge — lawful orders bet on baad ae ed, 
pronouncing the person who ha y’ em 
contumacions, and in contempt, and signifying the 
same to the Court of Chancery, And it was expressly pro- 
vided that the provisions of the Act 3 Eliz. c. 23, should 
extend to the writ de contumace capiendo, and the Lab pa 

articul 


following thereupon, “as if the same were berein p 
re and enacted,” In both the cases before the court, 
the writ de contwmace ca , instead of being brought 


into the Queen’s Benoh Division, and “there, in the presence 
of tho justices, opened and delivered of record to the 
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sheriff,” had been simply taken to the Crown Office ; and 
it appeared this was in accordance with the practice 
which had generally been followed in such cases since the 
passing of the Petty Bag Act (12 & 13 Vict. c. 109), which by 
section 26 provided that every writ of any descrip ion there- 
after to be issued out of the Petty Bag Office, should or might 
be issued or tested on any day (not being Sunday, Good Friday, 
or Christmas Day), whether such day should bs ia term 
time or vacation, and that every writ so issued and tested 
on any day in vacation should be of the like validity as if 
issued or tested in term time. It was contended that the 
provisions of the Act of Elizabeth for the opening of the 
writ in the presence of the justices was merely a description 
of what would usually take place at the time when the Act 
was passed, inasmuch as then every proceeding in the courts 
was taken in open court and not in chambers or offices. The 
court, however, in accordance with what wassaid by Lord Holt 
in one case, that the judges were not issuing the process “as 
instruments or conduit pipes, but judicially, as judges,” held 
that the provision was not merely directory or a mere matter 
of form, but that it was a matter of substance, the object 
being, as James, L.J., said, that the judges might, if neces- 
sary, apply their minds judicially to the question whether 
the writ was such an one as the court would take upon itself 
to execute. The writ would not necessarily be read by the 
judges, or read to them, but it would be the daty of the 
officer who opened it and read it immediately to take the 
opinion of the judges if he thought there was anything 
upon the writ which required to be considered, or which 
might cause the court not to adopt it, or be instrumental 
in enforcing it. The Queen’s Bench Division held that this 
provision of the Act of Elizabeth had been by implication 
repealed by the Petty Bag Act, and it was con- 
tended that this view was right, because formerly the courts 
sat in banco only in term time, and therefore the abolition 
of the necessity of issuing the writ in term time by impli- 
cation had repealed the enactment that it should be 
opened in court, The Court of Appeal, however, held that 
there was no such necessary implication, and that the 
provision of the Statute of Elizabeth, as confirmed by that 
of Geo. 3, remained still in force.. Fhe result was that 
the applications for writs of prohibition failed, but that the 
appellants were entitled to be released from arrest. BRETT, 
L.J., said that even if the objection founded on the Statute 
of Elizabeth had been a mere matter of form, he should 
have held that the appellants would: have been entitled to 
their release, it being a well-settled principle in the English 
courts that a man who seeks to procure the imprisonment 
of another must show that he has followed all the re- 
quired forms with the utmost strictness. 

A fourth point arose in In re Enraght in this way, 
The appellant had, by the monition, been admonished 
not to use certain specified vestments, or others of 
& like nature. The inhibition recited that he had 
disobeyed the monition by using one of the speci- 
fied vestments, and also by using another vestment 
which was not specified in the monition ; but there was no 
express finding that the latter vestment was one of a like 
nature to those which had been specified in the monition. 
It was urged that the inhibition was bad én ¢o‘o, because it 
did not appear how far the sentencs was to be attributed 
to the act which had been specified in the monition, and 
how far to the act which had not been specified. The court 
overruled this objection, on the ground that it might form a 
g°0d ground of appeal from the inhibition, but that it was 
not a ground for prohibition, —Soricrrors, Brooks, Jenkins, 
$Co.; J. Girdlestone ; Solicitor to the Treasury. 





Practice—EvipEnce or Forsran Law—Ds5posirion oF 
“Law Agent.”—In @ case of Saldanha v. Andrews, before 
the Master of the Rolls on the 14th inst,, a question arose 
whether on a point of foreign law the evidence of a person 
describing himself as a ‘‘law agent” was admissible. 
Jusset, M.R,, after reference had been made to Taylor 
on Evidence and Roscoe's Nisi Prius Evidence, held that 
the evidence of a witness who was only described as a 

law agent” was inadmissible to prove a question of 

law, and declined to hear his deposition. —Souici- 
Tors, Crowdy, Son, & Tarry; Angell, Imbert-Terry, & Page. 








CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY 
REGISTRARS. 


(Before Mr. Recistkar Brovenam, acting as Chief Judge.) 
Jan. 13.—eEx parte Brown, Re Inns. 


In the operative part of a bill of sale it was expressed to be made 
in consideration of £300 by the mortgagee paid tothe mort- 
gagor at or before the execution thereof. The deed contained 
a proviso for redemption on payment of that sum, “‘ together 
er a bonus of £200 added thereto, making together the sum 


Held, that the consideration for the deed was correctly stated 
at the sum of £300, and that the provisions of section 8of the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1878, had been complied with. 

This was an application.on behalf of Mr. Joseph Brown, 
for the payment to him of the amount realized from the sale 
of certain cabs, horses, and other property formerly belong- 
ing to Thomas Henry Inns. 

On the 25th of September, 1880, T. H. Inns executed a 
bill of sale in favour of the applicant of the prop. 
erty in question. The deed contained the followe- 
ing recital: ‘‘ Whereas the said mortgagor hath ap- 
plied to the said mortgagee to advance to him 
the sum of £300 which the mortgagee hath agreed to do 
upon the terms and conditions hereinafter expressed, and 
upon having the benefit of any security which he now holds, 
or which may hereafter be given, in respect of the said 
advance by guarantee or otherwise.” 

Then the deed witnessed that, in consideration of the 
said sum of £300, ‘‘ hereinafter called the advance by the 
mortgagee, paid to the mortgagor at or before the execution 
hereof, the receipt whereof the mortgagor hereby acknow- 
ledges, the mortgagor doth by these presents grant, bar- 
gain, sell, and transfer’’ “all and singular” [then speci- 
fying the property] “to the mortgagee, his executors, 
administrators, and assigns absolutely.” 

Then followed a proviso in this form :—“ Provided 
always (but subject, however, to all the covenants, powers, 
provisoes, and conditions hereinafter set forth), in case 
the mortgagor shall pay to the mortgagee the said sum of 
£300, together with a bonus of £200 added thereto, 
making together the sum of £500, by twenty-four monthly 
payments of £20 17s. each, the first of such instalments 
to be paid on the 23rd day of October, and a like instal- 
ment of £20 17s., on the 23rd of each succeeding month 
thereafter until the whole sum of £500 be fally paid and 
satisfied, or on such other extended days as may from time 
to time be agreed upon and assented to by the mortgagee 
in writing (and in default of payment of any one instal- 
ment the whole amount remaining unpaid shall become 
immediately due), until by means of such payments the 
said sum or any farther sum advanced upon this security 
shall have been fully satisfied, together with all costs, 
payments, charges, damages, and expenses hereinafter 
mentioned, then these presents and every part thereof 
shall cease and become void.” 

T. H. Inns subsequently presented a petition for. liquida- 
tion under the 125th and 126th sections of the Bankruptey 
Act, 1869, and, at the first meeting, the creditors passed a 
resolution for liquidation by arrangement, and appointed a 
trustee. Such resolution was duly registered, and the 
property comprised in the bill of sale was afterwards sold, 
and the registrar directed the proceeds to be paid into court. 

T. L. Wilkinson, in support of the application. 

F. C. Willis, for the trustee—The bill of sale is void 
against the trustee, on the ground that the consideration for 
the deed is not set forth in it in compliance with the 
visions of section 8 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. 
bonus of £200 is part of the consideration, and should have 
been set forth ia the recital. 

Mr. Reetstrar BrovenaM—Do you say that the deed 
ought to have recited £500 as the consideration when the 
debtor received only £300 ? 

Willis.—Tt should have said, ‘*In consideration of £300 
then advanced, and £200 further covenanted to be paid.” 
The payment of the bonus is an important and substantial 
part of the deed, and, if the recital omits to state the fact, 
acreditor may be misled; he cannot tell how much is owing 
to the mortgagee. 

Mr. Reaisrrar Brovonam said he thought the word 
“consideration ” meant that which was borrowed, and not 
what the borrower agreed to repay the lender, The “con- 
sideration” in the present case was £300, money advanced 
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by Brown, for which the debtor agreed to pay £300 and the 
further sum of £200. The bill of sale was perfectly valid, 
and the consideration was properly set forth. The creditor 
was entitled to the benefit of his security, and the application 
must be granted. 

Solicitor for the applicant, W. Maynard, 

Solicitor for the trustee, Hope. 

f 





SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
QueEn’s Bencu Division. 


(Sittings in Bane before Lord CoLerter, C.J., and 
Bowen, J.) 


Dec. 19.—In the Matter of Francis Murphy, a Solicitor. 


In this case an application had been made on behalf of the 
Taaogporeted Law Society for a rule to strike a solicitor off 
the roll upon certain charges alleged against him into which 
it is not necessary to enter, as it was admitted on his part 

his conduct had been improper and indefensible. His 
defence was that he had no personal motive, and had acted 
omy. as he believed to protect his client against a fraud. In 
t it came to this, that he had concocted a fictitious judg- 
ment on which there was an affidavit of debt and a 
ons served for the attachment of certain moneys in the 

nds ofan auctioneer, and to which his client, he said, was 
aoe. though in the result it turned out that he was 


Dot. 

Charles Russell, Q.C., with French, appeared for the 
solicitor, and was heard at some length on his behalf, 
admitting the impropriety of his conduct, and that it was 
very properly brought before the court, but endeavouring to 
show that he had no motive of personal gain, and was 
innocent of a corrupt intention. 

Murray, for the Incorporated Law Society, urged that it 
was in fact a conspiracy, and a conspiracy to concoct a pre- 
tended judgment with a view to get hold of certain property, 
the attempt being supported by a false affidavit. It was a 
conspiracy to deprive a man of his goods by 4 fictitious 
judgment and a false affiiavit of debt, and this, he sub- 
mitted, was a serious matter. : 

Lord Cotermes said the facts were not in di and 
thé undisputed facts were that a solicitor had lent If to 
a proceeding which could enly be described as the concoc- 
tion of a debt to deprive a man of that which termed out 
afterwards to be his right, and in order to Garry ‘dut this 
scheme he had used his professional skill and given his 
ee advice. It was true that it was ce by 
raud in the sense of a scheme to acquire personal profit. 
It certainly was a serious case Phe Hos He pa oa that 
he’ was dispoced to take rather a stern view of suey cases of 
misconduct, but he did not think this was a ¢ase which 
called for the severe measure of striking the solicitor off the 
Toll. Still it called for some punishment, as it was’ prosti- 
tution of the legal knowledge of one of the officers of the 
court. The solicitor said “‘it was only an error of judg- 
ment.” {t was more than'a mere error of judgment, it was 
an attempt to carry out an obje:t he thought right by means 
he knew to be wen Under these circumstances he 
thought justice would be satisfied by sen’ him to 
pay all the costs and to be suspended from tee for a 
yer. te: 4 

Mr. Jvsticz Bowes concurred. 





Excueqver Division. 
(Sittings in Banc before Lusn, LJ) 

“Jan. 16.—In the Matter of G. Tedder, a Solititor. 

In this case Murray, on behalf of the Incorporated Law 
Society, moved to make a rule absolute to strike Mr. Tedder 
off the roll. 

The rule was granted on a certificate of conviction, and 
notice bad been served on the defendant, who is now 
undergoing a sentence of imprisonment in Coldbath-fields 
Prison for a criminal offence. No cause being shown, 


Times 





MANSION HOUSE POLICE COURT, 
Jan. 5, 10,—Ball v. Priest. 
This was 2 summons under the ‘‘ Lodgers’ Goods Protec- 
tion Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vict. c. 79),” to show cause wh 


y 


His Lonpsuir ordered the rule to be made absolate.— | 








certain furniture, goods, anda chattels alleged to have 
been bo pad distrained on should not be ordered to be 
resto 


red. 
Rolland, for the complainant. 
Boxall, to oppose the order being made. 


Mrs. Priest is the owner of a house and premises in ° 


Tudor-street, Blackfriars, London. She demised these 
premises to A. Thompson for a term of three years from 
March last, at a yearly rent of £75, payable quarterly, the 
tenant to pay all rates and taxes. Thompson sub-let a part 
of the premises —viz., the shop, basement, and parlour—to the 
complainant, Bali, at a yearly rent of £70, exclusive of rates 
and taxes. Thompson retained the occupation of the upper 
part of the house and lived there ; Ball did not sleep on the 
premises, and only used them for business purposes. The 

uarter’s rent to Phristmas, 1880, being in arrear, Mrs, 

riest put in a distress for rent, and Ball’s goods were 
seized. He claimed the benefit of the Lodgers’ Goods Pro- 
tection Act, tendered to the broker the balance of rent which 
he alleged was due from him to Thompson on the current 
quarter, and served on the bailiff employed to levy the dis- 
traint a declaration under that Act. The goods seized were 
sold, and Ball then issued the above summons. 

For the complainant it was argued that this case came 
within the decision of Phillips v. Henson (26 W. R. 214, 
L. R. 3 C0. P. D. 26), and that, though Mr. Ball was an 
under-tenant, still, under the authority of the above case, he 
was a “lodger” within the meaning of the Act. 

On behalf of Mrs. Priest it was urged that, as Ball did not 
sleep or live on the premises, this case was distinguishable 
from Phillips v. Henson, and that the exclusive occupation of 
a part only of a house as business premises could not con- 
vert an under-tenant into a lodger ; and a definition of the 
word Bey ” given by Bovill, C.J., in the case of Thompson 
v. Ward (L. R, 6 C. P, 327, 360) was quoted. 

Tue Macistrate decided that Ball was not a lodger 
within the meaning of the Act, as the premises were demised 
to him, and as he did not inhabit the premises but only used 
them for business purposes. 

Summons dismissed. 

Solicitor for complainant, A. Harrison. 

Solicitor for defendant, Eustace W. Owles. 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Batten, solicitor, F.S.A., has been appointed a 
Deputy-Lieutenant for Dorsetshire. Mr. Batten is the 
eldest son of Mr. John Batten, solicitor, of Yeovil, and was 
born in 1815. He was admitted a solicitor in 1838, and 
formerly practised at Yeovil. He was for several years 
town clerk of that borough, and, after his retirement 
from practice, he was appointed a magistrate for Somerset- 
shire and Dorsetshire. He is also a deputy-lieutenant for the 
former county. 


Mr. Evetyn Hay Murray has been appointed Secretary 


of Presentations to the Lord Chancellor, in succession to Mr. ‘ 


Carrington Francis, resigned. 


Mr Francis Suarp Powe, barrister, who has besn 
elected M.P. for the Borough of Wigan in the Conservative 
interest, is the son of the Rev. Benjamin Powell, and was 
born in 1827. He was formerly fellow of St. John’s Col- 
lege, Cambridge, where he graduated as a senior optime, and 
also in the second class of the classical tripos, in 1850. He 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 
1853, and he. formerly practised on» the Northern Circuit. 
Mr. Powell is a magistrate and deputy-lieutenant for the 
West Riding of Yorkshire. He was M.P. for Wigan from 


1957 till 1859, for Cambridge from 1863 till 1868, and for _ 


= Northern Division of the West Riding from 1872 till 
1874, 

Mr. Rorert Leycrster Upron, solicitor and notary, of 
Calcutta, has been appointed Solicitor to the Government of 
India, in succession to Mr. Charles Sagderson, resigned. 

Mr, Henry Wuitrorp, solicitor (of the firm of Whitford 
& Sons), of St. Colomb, has been appointed a Perpetual Com- 
missioner for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Mar- 
ried Women for the County of Cornwall. 
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DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 
Witt Pye and Wir11am Hosert Henry Hanson 
(Frost, Pyke, & Hanson), Launceston, Cornwall, solicitors 
and conveyancers. Dec. 21. William Pyke will con- 
tinue to carry on the said business. 


J. B. Tirrerrs, J. Ticktx, and W. J. B. Trrrerts, solici- 
tors (Tippetts, Son, & Tickle), 4, Great St. Thomas Apostle, 
London. Dee. 31. 

[ Gazette, Jan. 14, 1881.] 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES, 


Joint Stock ComPaANiEs. 
LiMiTED In CHANCERY. 

Hatrrax Buitpine anv Quarryine Company, Luwiten,—The M.R. 
has fixed Jan 24 at 12 at his chambers for the appointment of an 
official liquidator 

McLean ayp Company, Lomtep.—Petition for continuing the 
voluntary winding up presented Jan 14, directed to be heard 
before Bacon, V.C., on Jan 22. Baker and Nairne, Crosby sq, 
solicitors for the petitioners 

Waste Metats Propvucts Company, Lrairep.—Petition for winding 
- 4 presented Jan 5, directed tc be heard before the M.R. on Jan 

. Lewis, Old Broad st, solicitor for the petitioner 

WIVEtIscompr State Company, Limitep.—Hall, V.C., has by an 
order dated Dec 10, appointed Petheram, Lombard ct, to be official 
liquidator 

[ Gazette, Jan. 14.] 


Aweto-Frencn Brewery (Company, Liwirep.— The M.R. has 
fixed Jan 27 at 11 at his chambers for the appointment of an 
Official liquidator 

Baitish Empire Newsparer Company, Limuirgp.—Malins, V.C., 
has by an order dated Dec 23 appointed Greening, King st, to be 
Official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, to 
send their names and addresses and the particulars of their debts 
or claims to the above. March 8 at 12 is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Corracrs anp Vittas Buinprine snp INVESTMENT Company, 
Lruirep.—Petition for winding * presented Jan 11, directed to 
be heard before M.R. on Jan 29, Bryden, Benet’s hill, Doctor’s 
Commons, solicitor for the petitioner 

Gory Company oF Sovurugrn Inp1a, LiwitEp.—By an order made 
by Hall, V.C., dated Jan 11, it‘ was ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of the company be continued. Greenhill, solicitor for 
the petitioner > 

Grocrr’s Soorrty, Ltiuirrep.—Petition for winding presented Jan 
18 directed to be heard before the M.R. on Jan 29, Hudson and 
Co, Bucklersbury, solicitors for the petitioners 


INE AQuariuM Company, ScarBoroven, Limitgep.—Petition | 
, 5 | Robert Augustus Bennett, 


for winding up presented Jan 15, directed to be heard before the 
M.R. on Jan 29. Taylor and Co, Great James st, Bedford row, 
solicitors for the petitioner 
Tyeyare Snare Investment Company, Limitep.—Petition for 
ding up presented Jan 13 directed to be heard before Bacon, 
t V.C.,onJan 29. Bellamy and Co, Bishopgate st Within, solicitors 
for the petitioner 
‘ ‘ (Gazette, Jan. 18. ] 


Frienpiy Socteties Dissoivenp. 


SoOvurnampron District Brancw or THE GRanp UNriED ORDER 
OF OpprxELtows, George Inn, Above Bar, Southampton. Jan 10 
o* (Gazette, Jan. 14.] 


Spwpertanp Tartors’ Frienpty Socrety, Borough Stores, 
‘Dunning st, Sunderland, Durham, Jan 14 


. [@azette, Jan. 18. ] 
ae 
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“In the House of Commons, on the 17th inst., Mr. Nor- 

oud asked the Attorney-General if it were the intention of 
@ Government, as stated in some public prints, to appoint 

& commission of judges, barristers, and solicitors to inquire 
into the working of the Judicature Acts ; and, if s0, whether 
@ Government would consider the desirability of adding to 
the commission two or mote laymen to represent the interests 
of the suitors. The Attorney-General said that it was not 
the intention of the Government to appoint such a commis- 
sion as was referred to. But it appeared that the time had 
come when some effort for diminishing the costs of litigation 
ld: be made, For that purpose alterations in the rules 
orders would be necessary, the responsibility of which 
would rest with the Lord Chancellor and the committee of 
judges. But to make the inquiry as complete as possible the 
committee was to be assisted by two counsel of the inner 


bar, two of the outer bar, and two solicitors. The work | William T. Ra 


Would be of a technical character. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


The Council of Legal Education have awarded to— 

Theodore Hall Hall, Lincoln’s-inn, and Richard Robert 
Cherry, Middle Temple, studentships in jurisprudence and - 
Roman law of 100 guineas, to continue for a period of two | 
years. 

William Philip Schreiner, Inner Temple, and Walter John 
Napier, Lincoln’s-inn, studentships in jurisprudence and 
Roman law, of 100 guineas, for one year ; and to 

William Herbert Upjohn, Grays-inn, a dertificate of 
honour of the second class. ; 

The council have awarded the following prizes to the 
following students :— rate 

Roman law, constitutional law, and international law. 
—Steverison Stewart Moore, Middle Temple, a prize of 
£50 ; George Manchester Cohen, Middle Temple, a prize of 
£25 ; Richard Walter Kittle, Lincoln’s-inn, a prize of £15 ; 
George White, Middle Temple, a prize of £10. : 

Common law.—Henry Terrell, Middle Temple, a prize 
of £50; Mancherji Dadabbai Dadysett, Middle Temple, a 
prize of £25 ; John Carey Hall, Middle Temple, and Robert 
Colin Ringrose, Middle Temple (q.), a prize of £12 10s. 
each. 

Real and personal property law.—C. H, Grafton, Inner 
Temple, a prize of £25 ; John Lenton Pulling, Gray’s-ian, 
a prize of £10. 

Equity.—James Kelleher, Ioner Temple, a prize of £50; 
Charles Halman Beard, Middle Temple, a prize of £10. 

The council have also awarded to the students who 
obtained the greatest aggregate number of marks in the 
subjects of the lectures given by two of the professors—viz., 
in :— 

.Equity, and real and personal property law.—Richard 
Wiliiam Giles, Middle Temple, a prize of £70 ; and Charles 
Valentine Hickie, Middle Temple, a prize of £30. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded to the 
following students certificates that they have satisfactorily 
passed a public examination :— 

Reginald Brodie Dyke Acland, Inner Temple ; Ahsanud- 
din Ahmad, Inner Temple; Henry Frederick Amedroz, 
Inner Temple; Arthur Jacob Ashton, Inner Temple; 


| Philip Arthur Ashworth, Inner Temple ; John Armytage 


Batley, Lincoln’s-inn; Arthur Anthony Baumann, Inner 
Temple ; Claude Villiers Emilius Bayley, Inner Temple ; 
Inner Temple; Nasarvanji 
Framji Bhandara, Middle Temple; Arthur Hatfield 
Summer Bird, Inner Temple; Edward Oliver Pleydell 
Bouverie, Inner Temple; Cecil Erskine Bovill, Middle 
Temple; Henry James Broun, Inner Temple; Albert 
Witliam Chaster, Middle Temple; Herbert Henry Child, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; William Francis Clerke, Inner Temple; 
Walter Baker Clode, Inner Temple; Charles A tus 
Vansittart Conybare, Gray’s-inn; Charles Lewis te, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Benjamin Francis Conn Costelloe, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Milverton Godfrey Dauglish, Lincoln’s-inn ; Thomas 
Hugh Anderson Denman, Lincoln’s-inn ; Cecil Fane De Salis, 
Inner Temple ; Alfred Doran, Inner Temple; William Eliiott- 
Lewis, Gray’s-inu ; William Ellis Chote Ellis, Inner Temple; 
Richard Farrell, Lincoln’s-inn; Henry Stackhouse Luther 
Fry, Lincoln’s-inn; James Gibson Gartside, Middle 
Temple; James Greenwood, Inner Temple; Henry Percy 
Harris, Lincoln’s-inn; George Frederic Hart, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Henry Charlton Hawkins, Lincoln’s-inn ; Allan 

Ferrers Howell, Inner Temple; William Ellis Hume- 
Williams, Middle Temple; Charles Stephen Hunter,» Inner 
Temple ; Clarendon George Hyde, Middte Temple ; William 
Jeans, Middle Temple; Henry Campbell Jenkins, Middle 
Temple; Clarence Kirkpatrick, Linooln’s-inn; James 
Alexander Boyle M’Connell, Gray’s-inn; Malcolm Reg 
M’Millan, Middle Temple ; George Thomas John Millar, 
Lincoln’s-inn; John Baron Moyle, Lincoln’s-inn; William 
Anthony Byam Musgrave, Inner Temple; William Henry | 
Myers, Inner Temple; Kumar Gojendra Narayan, Middle 
Temple ; Montagu Lewis Parkin, Lincoln’s-inn ; Charles Par- 
sons, Lincoln’s-inn; Harry Arthar Pearson, Inner Temple; ~ 
Lorenzo Frederick Pearson, Gray’s-inn; Thomas William ® 


' Phillips, Middle Temple; Alexander Pulling, Inner Temple; 


ond, Middle Temple; Stanislas Matthew 


Rhodes, Inner Temple ; Rees Jenkins Rhys, Inner Temple; © 
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Archibald Nugent Robertson, Middle Temple; Herbert 
Russell, Inner Temple; Arthur Sharood, Lincoln’s-inn; 
Thomas Eustace Smith, Inner Temple; Herbert Stephen, 
Inner Temple; William Summers, Lincoln’s-inn ; Cecil 
Arthur Tennant, Inner Temple; Ralph Thicknesse Thick- 
nesse, Lincoln’s-inn; Arthur Thomas Toller, Middle 
Temple ; William Toynbee, Inner Temple; David Jouffroy 
Watson, Gray’s-inn ; Edward Gordon Williams, Lincoln’s- 
inn ; and Jobn Herbert Williams, Middle Temple. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination 
in Roman law:—William More Adey, Lincoln’s-inn; Louis 
John Aitken, Lincoln’s-inn; Cumbhumpati Akilandaiya, 
Inner Temple; Peter Wilson Atkin, Inner Temple; Alfred 
Back, Inner Temple; Herbert Burgers Barrett, Inner 
Temple; Charles Francis Barrow, Middle Temple; William 
James Bell, Inner Temple; William Evans Bottrill, Middle ; 
Temple; William Percy Bowyer, Lincoin’s-inn; George 
Grey Butler, Inner Temple ; John Selwin Calverley, Inner 
Temple; William {Lewis Comrie, Lincoln’s-inn; Henry 
Cornish, Inner Temple ; Francis Dumesnil Dawson, Inner 
Temple ; Thomas Drever, Middle Temple; Jonn Duncuft, 
Inner Temple; John Dyer, Middle Temple; Harold James 
Lee Evans, Inner Temple; Thomas Faris, Inner Temple ; 
Victor Beare FitzGibbon, Inner Temple; Alexander Frater, 
Middle Temple ; James George Frazer, Middle Temple ; Wil- 
liam Codgbrooke Gillies, Middle Temple; George Crosby 
Gilmore, Inner Temple; Randolph Orme Gilmore, Middle 
Temple; Walter Yeates Hargreaves, Inner Temple; Henry 
Nowell Harvey, Middle Temple; Thomas Hedley, Middle Tem- 
ple; Reginald Hogan, Middle Temple; Bernard Henry Hol- 
land, Inner Temple; Miller Hooper, Inner Temple; Collingwood 
Hope, Inner Temple; Thomas O’Hara Horsman, Inner Tem- 
ple; Lawrence Hugh Jenkins, Lincoln’s-inn ; Thomas Morgan 
Joseph, Middle Temple; James Kelleher, Inner Temple ; 
Chaloner Kemshead, Middle Temple ; Lees Knowles, Lin- 
coln’s-inn ; Charles Astley Lamb, Inner Temple; John 
Lithiby, Middle Temple; John Henry Lonsdale, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Alfred Owen Lyon, Inner Temple ; Hon. Alfred Lyt- . 
telton, Inner Temple; William Charles MaecTaggart, Inner 
Temple ; William Wilkinson Marshall; Inner Temple; 
Thomas A. Meates, Inner Tempe; Henry Mellish, Inner 
Temple ; Robert Marshall Mi in, Inner Temple; Arthur 
O‘Connor, Middle Temple; irge Marcus Parker, Inner. 
Temple ; Frank Grove Powell, Middle Temple ; Robert Jolin + 
Price, Middle Temple; Cyril Henry Prichard, Middle 
Temple; Thomas Geor ood Reavely, Inner Temple ; 
John George Mackworth Rennie, Inner Temple; Walter 
Cranley Ryde, Inner Temple ; James Brydges Sayers, Middle 
Temple; Jobn George Charles’ Schuler, Inner Temple ; 
Sherwin Scudamore, Middle Temple; Ernest Manley Smith, 
Inner Temple; Martimus Thennis Steyn, Inner ‘Temple ; 
James Henry Stock, Inner Temple; Wilfrid Forbes Home 
Thomson, Lincoln’s-inn ; Harold Ward Topham, 
Temple ; Robert Lamb Wallace, Middle Temple; Sidm 
Wright, Inner Temple; and Arthur Watkin Williams 
Wyan, Inner Temple. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 


Tuesday, January 18.—Mr, Kirk in the chair.—Mr. T. 
Bateman Napier opened in the affirmative the question for 
debate: “ Is the policy of the Ministry, as foreshadowed in the 
Queen’s Speech, satisfactory ?’’ The discussion was continued 
by Mr. A. M. Ellis, LL.B., Mr. Bilney, and Mr. Kains-Jack- 
son, and the debate was then, on the motion of Mr, Hatton 
adjourned to Tuesday, February 1. aero 


MANCHESTER LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 
The seventh meeting of the session was held on Tuesday, 
the 18th of January, at the Law Library, Cross-street. Cham- 
bers, at half-past six o’clock, when the chair was taken by 
W. A. Copinger, Esq., barrister-at-law. The fi was 

the subject Lb discugsion :—‘‘ ion PY screly for an origi 
mortgage debt redeem without payi honeys 
advanced since the date of the original yo oh egy 
the mortgagee to the mortgagor on farther -charge 
without his (the surety’s) knowledge?” Mr. Rayner 
opened in the affirmative, acd was followed on the same 
ant hs Mears, ilove and Ryeost ; whilst Messrs, Hayle, 
‘aylor supported the negative con m, After 
& very fair discussion, in which Messrs. Hawking, ‘Butcher, 
H , and Hislop also took part, the opener aftdthe 





learned chairman summed up in a most lucid and able man- 
ner, when the question was decided io the affirmative by ten 
votes to eight. A vote of thanks to the chairman concluded 
the prpountinign 








NEW ORDERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE ACT, 1873. 


Order in Council, dated 16th December, 1880, for the 
Consolidation and Union of certain Divisions of the High 
Court of Justice. 

At the Court at Windsor, the 16th day of December, 1880. 

Present :—The Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty in 
Council. 

Whereas by “The Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 
1873,” it is enacted that her Majesty in Council may from 
time to time, upon any report or recommendation of the 
Council of Judges of the Supreme Court in the said Act 
mentioned, order that any reduction or increase in the 
number: of divisions of the High Court of Justice may, 
pursuant to such report or recommendation, be carried into 
effect ; and may give all such further directions as may be 
necessary or proper for that purpose ; and such order may 
provide for the abolition on vacancy of the distinction of the 
offices of (amongst others) the Chief Justice of the Common 
Pleas and the Chief Baron of the Exchequer, and of the 
salaries, petisions, and patronage attached to such offices, 
from the offices of the other jadges of the High Court of 
Justice, notwithstanding anything in the said Act relating to 
the continuance of such. offices, salaries, pensions, and 
patronage, but no snch order of her Majesty in Council shall 
come into operation until the same shall have been laid before 
each House of Parliament for thirty days on which that House 
shall have sat; nor if within such period of thirty days an 
address is presented to her Majesty by either House of 
Parliament, praying that the same may not come into opera. 
tion, Any, 
sliall have been presentedto her Majesty, shall, from and 


| after the.expiration of ‘such: period of thirty days, be of the 


same force and effect.as if.it-had been in the said Act ex- 
pressly enacted: Provided always, that the total number of 
the judges of the.Siupreme Court shall not be reduced’ or 
increased by sny such order, 
And whereas at a meeting of a Councilof Judges of the 
Sapreme Court of Judicature duly assembled ‘at her 
esty’s Palace of Westminster, on tig. 27th day of No- 
-yember, 1880, pursuant to the Supreme Court of .dugi 


ture Act, 1878, 8. 75, and continutd by adjoutawgant gat ‘ 


the 29th of the same month, me 

It was resolved : P : 

That» a report be nate made and submitted to her 
Majesty by this Council of Judges, pursuant to the Supreme 
Court of uma Act, 1873, s, 32, to the following 


effect :— 

(a:) That in the opinion of this Council of Judges it is exe 
ponens that the number of the divisions of her Majesty’s 

igh Court of Justice be redaced by the consolidation and 
union in one division of all the judges now attached 
tively to the Queen’s Bench Division, the Common Pleas 
Division, and the ver Division. 

(6.) That the Lord Chief Justice of England be the 
President. of the division to be so formed by such consoli+ 
dation and union. — : 

(c.) the division to be so formed be called * The 
Queen’s Division.” 


of every kind which may be then pending 
any such causes or Gialiass be eonsiteed, pale yet 
leted in the Queen's Bench Division to be.s0 
as aforesaid, in the same manner in a 


order in respect whereof no such address 


ogaens 
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1873, or any Act amending the same, or any rule or order 
made pursuant thereto, have been or are assi to the 
Qneen’s Bench Division, the Common Pleas Division, and 
the Exchequer Division respectively of her Majesty's High 
Court of Justice, be, from and after the time when such 
Order in Council as aforesaid shall take effect, assigned to 
the Queen’s Bench Division, to be formed by such con- 
solidation and union as aforesaid. 

(f.) That the. office of Lord Chief Baron being now 
vacant, that office be reduced to an equality with the offices 
of the other judges of her Majesty’s High Court of Justice 
who are not ex-officio judges of her Majesty’s Court of 
Appeal, by the abolition of the rank and title of Lord 
Chief Baron of the Exchequer, and of all other distinctions 
between the office of any judge who may be hereafter 
appointed to fill the place in the said High Court of Justice 
now vacant by the death of the late Lord Chiet Baron of the 
Exchequer, and the offices of the other judges of the said 
High Court of Justice who are not ex-officio judges of her 
Majesty’s Court of Appeal, and between the salary, pension, 
and patronage attached to such office, and the salaries, 
pensions, and patronage of such other judges of the said High 
Court of Justice as aforesaid. 

(g.) That upon the vacaacy in the office of Lord Chief 
Justice of the Common Pleas, now about to take place by the 
Smaparg of the present Lord Chief Justice of the Common 

leas (of which her Majesty has been graciously pleased to 
approve) to the office of Lord Chief Justice of England, the 

ce which will so become vacant be reduced tc an equality 
with the offices of the other judges of her Majesty’s High 

Court of Justice who are not ex-oficio judges of her Majesty’s 
Court of Appeal, by the abolition of the rank and title of 
Lord Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, and of all other 
distinctions between the office of any judge who may be here- 
after appointed to fill the place in the said High Court of 
Justice now about to be vacated as aforesaid, end the offices 
of the other judges of the said High Court of Justice who are 
not ex-officio judges of her Majesty’s Court of Appeal, and 
between the salary, pension, and patronage attached to such 
office, and the salaries, pensions, and patronage of such other 
judges of the said High Court of Justice as aforesaid. 

(A.) That it be humbly recommended by this Couacil of 
Judges to her ry og 1 that an Order in Council be made by 
her Majesty, if her Majesty shall so please, for the p 
of carrying this report, and the recommendations therein 
contained, into effect, in the manner provided by the 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, s, 32. 

And. whereas it has seemed fit to her Majesty, by 
and with the advice of her Privy Council, that the said 
report, and the recommendations therein contained, be 
carried into effect, Now, therefore, her Majesty, by and 
with the advice aforesaid, is pleased to order, and it is hereby 
ordered, as follows :— 

That the number of the divisions of her Majesty’s High 
Court of Justice be reduced by the consolidation and union 
of all the judges now attached respectively to the Queen’s 
Bench Division, the Common Pleas Division, and the 
Exchequer Division in one division, to be called “ The 
Queen’s Bench Division,” under the presidency of the Lord 
Chief Justice of England. 

That the office of Lord Chief Justice of the Common Pleas 
being now vacant be reduced to an equality with the offices 
of the other judges of her Majesty's igh Court of Justice, 
who are not ez-oficio judges of her Majesty’s Court of 
Appeal, by the abolition of the rank and title of Lord Chief 
Justice of the Common Pleas, and of all other distinctions 
between the office of any judge who may be hereafter ap- 
pointed to fill the place in the said High Court of Justice 
now vacant as aforesaid, and the offices of the other judges 
of the said High Court of Justice who are not ex-officio 
judges of her Majesty’s Court of Appeal, and between the 
salary, pension, and patronage attached to such office, and 
the salaries, pensions, and patronage of such other judges 
of the said High Court of Justice as aforesaid. 

That the office of Lord Chief Baron being now vacant, 
that office be reduced to an equality with the offices of the 
other judges of her Majesty’s High Court of Justice who 
are not 2-0 jadges of her Majesty’s Court of Appeal, 
by the abolition of the rank and title of Lord Chief Baron 
of the Exchequer, and of all other distinctions between the 
office of any judge who may be hereafter appointed to fill 
the place in the said High Court of Justice now vacant as 
last aforesaid, and the offices of the other judges of the 








said High Court of Justice who are not ¢r-oficio judges of 
her Majesty’s Court of Appeal, and between the salary, 
peusion, and patronage attached to such office, and the 
salaries, pensions, and patronage of such other judges of 
the said High Court of Justice as aforesaid. 

And for the purpose of carrying tnto effect the consolida- 
tion and union of the said divisions in manner aforesaid, it 
is hereby farther ordered : 

That all causes and matters which at the time when 
this order shall, pursuant to the Supreme Court of Judi- 
cature Act, 1873, take effect, may be pending in any of 
the three divisions to be so united and consolidated, be 
transferred to the Queen’s Bench Division to be so formed 
as aforesaid, and that all proceedings of every kind which 
may be then pending in any such causes or matters be con- 
tinued, carried on, and completed in the Queen’s Bench 
Division to be so formed as aforesaid, in the same manner 
in all respects as they would have been in the division to 
which they were previously assigned if the same had not 
been united or consolidated with such other two divisions 
as aforesaid. 

That all causes, matters, and other proceedings, which by 
or under the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, or any 
Act amending the same, or any rule or order made pursuant 
thereto, have been or are assigned to the Queen’s Bench 
Division, the Common Pleas Division, and the Exchequer 
Division respectively of her Majesty’s High Court of Justice, 
be, from and after the time when this order, pursuant to the 
said Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, shall take effect, 
assigned to the Queen’s Bench Division, to be formed by such 
consolidation and union as aforesaid. 

That all proceedings which have been heretofore, by any 
law or custom other than such Acts of Parliament, rules, and 
orders as aforesaid, been taken or. had respectively in the 
Qneen’s Bench Division, the Common Pleas Division, and the 
Exchequer Division of the said High Court of Justice, be, 
from and after the time when this order shall take eff 
taken and had in the Queen’s Bench Division of the sai 
High Court of Justice, to be so formed by such consolidation 
and union as aforesaid. 

That all powers and authorities which, by any law or 
custom have heretofore been exercised by the Chief Justice of 
the Common Pleas and the Chief Baron of the Exchequer 
respectively, shall, from and after the time when this order 
shall take effect, be capable of being exercised by the Lord 
Chief Justice of England, unless such exercise thereof shall 
be contrary or repugnant to any express provision in any Act 
of Parliament contained. 

That this order shall take effect and come into operation 
at the end of thirty days after the same shall have been laid 
before each House of Parliament, pursuant to the Sapreme 
Court of Judicature Act, 1873, unless within such period of 
thirty days an address shall have been presented to her 
Majesty by either Honse of Parliament, praying that the 
same may not come into operation. 

(Signed) C. L, PEEL. 





THE COUNTY COURT RULES, 1880. 
OrperR XIX, 
ENFORCEMENT OF JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS. 


wma xix. Rule oe ae i a pepe be 
i after a certain time from judgment, &c., an 
affidavit in proof of means is filed.] Where default shall 
have been made in payment of any debt, or any instal. 
ment thereof, due in pursuance of any judgment or 
order of a county court, or of any other court of coms 
petent jurisdiction, the registrar shall not issue a judg- 
ment summons after the expiration of four months from 
the date on which the last payment into court, if any 
under such judgment or order shall have been made, or 
no payment into court shall have been made, then from 
the date upom which default was made unless an affidavit 
be filed, stating the debtor’s place of residence or 
his trade or profession (if any), and any facts known to 
to the deponent, showing the means the debtor has or since 
the date of the judgment or order has had to pay or to 
to have paid the debt or instalments sufficient to satisfy 
the court that the debtor has the means of obeying or 
could have obeyed the order of the court. 

If the facts stated in the affidavit be considered by the 
registrar insufficient, he shall refuse to issue the sum- 
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mons, and refer the applicant to the court for its direc- 
tions, and the judge make such order in the matter 
as he shall think right. 

4. Order xix. Rule 15a. Name of witness to be entered 
in Book H.] In Book H. in the Schedule to the County 
Court Rules, 1876, there shall be entered the name of 
every witness who shall have been examined as to the 
means of the debtor, and whenever an order of commitment 
shall be made there shall also be entered in the column 
**Order” of the said book a note or minute showing 
whether such order has been made on account of the 
past or of the present ability of the debtor to obey the 
order of the court. 

5. Order xix. Rule 15). vidence by affidavit, where 
creditor or debtor not resident in district of issuing court. | 
Where a judgment creditor issuing a judgment summons, 
or a judgment debtor summoned to appear by a judgment 
summons does not reside within the district of the court 
im which the summons is to be heard, he may forward to 
the registrar of the court from which the summons issued 

, an affidavit, setting forth any facts which he may wish the 


/ court should have before it, prior to its making any order 


on the summons. And the court may on the hearing of 
the judgment summons admit the same as the evidence of 
> person by whom the affidavit is made, if it shall think 


6. Order xix. Rule 22a.] Order xix., rule 22, shall be 
read as if the last fourteen words of the rule were not 
therein. 

7. Order xix. Rule 22+. Terms on which order of 
commitment may issue after a year from its date]. Where 
an order of commitment has not been issued before the 
expiration of one year from its date, the party requiring 
it to be issued shall file an affidavit setting forth reasons 
why it would have been useless to have had the order of 
commitment issued before, and where such reasons shall 

satisfactory to the registrar, the order of commit- 

ment shall then be issued and shall be in force for one 

year only from the day on which it was issued from the 

istrar’s office, unless at any time before the expiration 

of such last-mentioned year the judge may think fit to 

= d the time during which the said order is to be in 
‘orce. 

If the reasons stated in the affidavit be considered by 
the registrar insufficient, he shall refuse to issue the order 
of commitment, and refer the applicant to the court for 
its directions, and the judge shall make such order in the 
matter as he shall think right. 

8. Order xix. Rule22c. Date of issue of order of com- 
mitment.| The registrar shall on an order of commitment 
issued under the last urle state the day of the month and 
= ag which such order shall have been issued from 

office, 


Orpmr XXXVI. 
Costs, 

9.,Order xxxvi. Rule 3a. Witness in many cases to be 
allowed for only one day’s altendance.] A witness shall 
not be allowed for more than oue day’s attendance at the 
same court on the same day, notwithstanding that he may 
have given evidence in more than one action, judgment 
summons, or other proceeding on that day, 

10. Order xxxvi. Rule lla. Order xxxvi., rule 20, for 

the words “' less than” the words “a sum not exceeding ” 
shall be substituted. 
_ Il. Order xxxvi. Rule 17. No costs to solicitors on 
judgment summonses.| No costs shall be allowed to a 
solicitor for attending at the hearing of a judgment sum- 
mons, unless the party for whom he popes shall reside 
out of the district of the court at which the summons is 
heard, and the judge thinks fit to order the same, 

12, Order XXXVi. Rule 18. Where no costs ave to be 


on a judg summons.| Where on the hearing 





of a judgment summons the court in lieu of making an 
order of commitment shall make a fresh order for payment 
p Moor pegs no costs for fees or witnesses shall be 

ed to a judgment creditor, unless the court shall be 
satisfied that the debtor has made default and has had 








—- 


Orper XXXTXb, 
Tue Emptoyers’ Liapiiiry Act, 1880. 
Service of Summons, 

13. (1) Summonses when to be served.] A summons in 
an action brought under the provisions of the Employers’ 
Liability Act, 1880, where it is to be served in the home 
district, shall be delivered to the bailiff thirty-two clear 
days at least, and, where it is to be served in a foreign 
district, thirty-five clear days before the return day, but 
it shall in either case be served thirty clear days before 
the return day thereof. 

14, (2) Particulars to be jfiled.] Particulars of demand 
shall be filed by the plaintiff at the time of the entry of 
the plaint, whatever the amount claimed may be ; anda 
copy thereof shall be forthwith sent to the judge. 

15. (3) What particulars of demand shall state.} The 
particulars of demand shall state in ordinary language the 
cause of the injury, and the date at which it was sustained, 
and the amount of compensation claimed, and where the 
action is brought by more than one plaintiff, the amount 
of compensation claimed by each plaintiff, and where the 
injury of which the plaintiff complains shall have arisen 
by reason of the act or omission of any person in the ser- 
vice of the defendant, the particulars shall give the name 
and description of such person. 


Jury. 

16. (4) Notice of demand for a jury.] Notice of a 
demand for a jury shall be given in writing to the regis- 
trar of the court fifteen clear days at least before the 
return day, and the summonses to the intended jurors 
shall be delivered to the bailiff forthwith. 


Assessors. 

17. (5) Qualification of assessors.] Any person who shall, 
as hereinafter provided, be appointed by the judge to act 
as an assessor in the action, shall be qualified so to act. 

18. (6) How assessors are to be applied for.] Where no 
demand for a jury shall have been made, a party who 
desires assessors to be appointed shall, ten clear days at 
least before the return day, file an application according 
to the form in the schedule, stating the number of asses- 
sors he proposes to be appointed, and the names, addresses, 
and occupations of the persons who may have expressed 
their willingness in writing to act as assessors. If the 
applicant has obtained the consent of the other party to 
the persons named being appointed, he shall file such 
consent with his application. 

19. (7) Where application for assessors made by one party 
only, it shail be forwarded to the other party.| Where the 
application for the appointment of assessors has been made 
by one party to an action only, the registrar shall forward 
the application so made to the other party, who may then 
either file an application for assessors, or file objections to 
one or more of the persons proposed, 

20. (8) Where both parties propose assessors, no objection to 
be allowed to persons proposed.| Where separate applications 
are filed by the parties, no objection to the persons pro- 
posed shall be made by either party, but the judge may 
appoint from the persons named in each application one 
or more assessor or assessors, provided that the same 
number of assessors be appointed from the names given 
in such applications respectively. 

21. (9) Application to be forwarded to judge.] The appli- 
cations for the appointment of assessors, together with any 
objections made to the persons proposed, shall be for- 
warded by the registrar to the judge. 

22. (10) Lf judge grant application for assessors he shall ap- 
point such of the persons proposed as he may think fit.| Where 
the judge shall grant the application for the appointment 
of assessors he shall appoint such of the persons proposed 
for assessors as he may think fit, subject to the provisions 
hereinbefore or hereinafter contained in this order, 

23, (11) Judge, whether application has or has not been made, 
may appoint assessors.| In any action where no demand 
for 4 jury has been made, and an Mgr gra for the 
ap intment of assessors has been filed, the judge may, 

ther before or at the return day, nominate one or more 
additional act as assessor or assessors in the 
action, ere no application for assessors has been 
made, the judge may, if he think fit, appoint any one or 
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more persons to act as assessor or assessors in the action 
before or at the return day: 

24, (12) Where assessors fail to attend.] If at the time and 
place appointed for the trial all or any of the assessors 
appointed shall not attend, the j may either proceed to 
try the action with the assistance of such of the assessors, if 
any, a8 shall attend, or he may adjourn the trial generally, 
orupon any terms which he may think fit,or he may appoint 
any person who may be available and who is willing to act, 
and who is not objected to or who if objected to is objected 
to on some insufficient ground, or the judge may try the 
action without assessors if he shall think fit. 

25. (13) Remuneration of assessors.] Every person nomi- 
nated as an assessor shall receive for each day’s attend- 
ance in every action the sum of two guineas, together 
with such further sum, if any, for his expenses as the 
judge may order. 

26. (14) Deposit on application for assessors of amount of 
their remuneration.] Every person requiring the judge to be 
assisted by assessors shall at the time of filing his applica- 
tion deposit with the registrar the sum of two guineas for 
each assessor proposed, and such payments shall be con- 
sidered as costs in the action, unless otherwise ordered by 
the judge. Provided that where a person proposed as an 
assessor shall have in writing informed the registrar that 
he does not require his remuneration to be so deposited, 
no deposit in respect of such person shall be required. 

27. (15) Remuneration of assessors not proposed by the par- 
ties but appointed by judge.| Where an action shall be tried 
by the judge with the assistance of any assessors in addi- 
tion to or independently of any assessors proposed by the 

ies the remuneration of such assessors shall be borne 
y the parties, or either of them, as the judge shall 
t 


rect. 

28. (16) Where action not tried an allowance to be made to 
assessors by order of judge.| If after an assessor has been 
appointed the action shall not be tried, the judge shall 
have power to make an allowance to him in respect of any 
expense or trouble which he may have incurred by reason 
of his appointment, and direct the payment to be made 
out of the sum deposited for his remuneration. 

29, (17) Assessors to sit with judge.] The assessors shall 
sit in court with the judge, and assist him when required 
with their opinion and special knowledge for the purpose 
of ascertaining the amount of compensation, if any, which 
the plaintiff shall be entitled to recover. 


Consolidation of Actions or Stay of Proceedings, 


30. (18) Consolidation of actions.| Where several actions 
shall be brought under this Act against a defendant in the 
same court in respect of the same negligence, act, or 
omission, the defendant shall be at liberty to apply to the 
judge that the said actions shall be consolidated. 

31. (19) Opposite party to have notice,] Applications for 
consolidation of actions shall be made upon notice to the 
plaintiffs affected by such consolidation. 

$2. (20) Stay of proceedings,| In case several actions shall 
be brought under this Act against a defendant in the same 
court in respect of the same negligence, act, or omission, 
the defendant may, on filing an undertaking to be bound 
so far as his liability for such negligence, act, or omission 
is concerned by the decision in such one of the said actions 
as may be selected by the judge apply to the judge for 
an order to stay the proceedings in the actions other than 
in the one so selected, until judgment is given in such 
selected action. 

33, (21) Stay of proceedings ; application for.] Applications 
for stay of proceedings shall be made upon notice to the 
plaintiffs affected by stay of proceedings or ex parte, 

34. (22) Judge may impose terms.] Upon the hearing of any 
application for consolidation of actions or for stay of pro- 
ceedings, the judge shall have Lapeee! to impose such terms 
and conditions and make such order in the matter as 
may be just. 

35. (23) Where order for stay of proceedings is made 
ex parte. ] If any order shall be made by a judge upon an 
ex parte application to stay proceedings, it shall be com- 
petent to the plaintiffs affected by such order to apply to 
the judge, upon notice or ew parte, to vary or discharge 

order so made, and upon such last-mentioned applica- 
tion such order shall be made as the judge shall think 
fit, and the judge shall have power to dispose of the costs 
occasioned by such order or orders as he may deem right. 








36. (24) Where verdict given in selected action.] In case 
verdict in the selected action shall be given against the 
defendant, the plaintiffs in the actions stayed shall be at 
liberty to proceed for the purpose of ascertaining and 
recovering their damages and’ costs. 

37. (25) Defendant may admit his liability.] A defendant 
may admit the truth in the plaintiffs’ iculars in the 
actions of any statement of his liability for such neg- 
ligence, act, or omission, and thereupon the provisions of 
order xii., rule 3, shall apply. : 

(26) Where more plaintifis than one compensation due to 
each to be found.] ere two or more persons are joined as 
plaintiffs under order v., rule 1, and the negligence, act, 
or omission which isthe cause of action shall be p: 
the judgment shall be for all the plaintiffs, but the amount 
of compensation, if any, that each plaintiff is entitled to 
shall be separately found and set forth in the judgment, 
and the amount of costs awarded in the action shall be 
ordered to be paid to such person and in such manner as 
the court may think fit. 

Should the defendant fail to pay the several amounts of 
compensation and the costs awarded in the action, execu- 
tion against his goods may issue as in an ordinary action, 
and should the proceeds of the execution be insufficient, 
after deducting all costs, to pay the whole of the amounts 
awarded, a dividend shall be paid to each plaintiff, caleu- 
lated upon the proportion of the amount which shall have 
been awarded to the respective plaintiffs tc the total 
amount realised after the deduction of all the costs of the 
action as aforesaid. 


SCHEDULE, 
APPLICATION FOR ASSESSORS. 
Tue Emptoyers’ Liasiurry Act, 1880. 


In the County Court of holden at 
Between Plaintiff, 
Defendant. 


The plaintiff [or defendant] a to have an assessor 
[or assessors] appointed to assist the court in ascertaining 
the amount of compensation to be awarded to the plain- 
tiff, should the judgment be in his favour ; and he submi 
the names of the following persons, who have expressed 
their willingness in writing to act as assessors, should they 
be appointed. 

(Here set out the names, addresses, and occupations of the 
persons above referred to.) 4 

* The defendant [or plaintiff] consents to the appoint- 


* Where the other party does not consent, or where the other 
party has filed an application for the appointment of assessors, 
strike this paragraph out. 
ment of any of the persons above named to act as assessors 
in this action, as appears by his consent thereto filed 





herewith, 
Plaintiff [or Defendant]. 
Appointment by Judge. 
I appoint 
E. 


G. H. 
to be assessors in this action. 


Judge. 
We, John Bury Dasent, Rupert Alfred Kettle, Alfred 
Martineau, Henry J. Stonor, and James Motteram, bei 
judges of county courts appointed to frame rules 
orders for regulating the practice of the courts, and 
forms of proceedings therein, under the 32nd section of 
‘The County Courts Act, 1856,” have by virtue of the 
powers vested in us thereby and of all other powers 
enabling us in this behalf, framed the foregoing rales and 
forms, and we do hereby certify the same to the Lord 
Chancellor accordingly. 
J. B. Dasent. 


Rorsert Kerrie. 
A. MarRTINEav. 
H, J. Sronor. 
J. Morreram, 
I approve of these rules and forms te come into force 
in all county courts on the Ist day of January, 1851. 


Ssisorng, ©. 
December 27, 1880, 
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CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


AtyswortH, Francis, Macclesfield, Chester, Surgeon. Feb 12. 
May, Macclesfield 

=, Joun, Macclesfield, Surgeon, Feb 12. May, Maccles- 

e 

Bowen, Saran, Brighten. Feb 19. Wcods and Dempster, Brighton 

Court, Ricuarp, Cornbrook, Manchester, Gent. March 25, 
Crowther and Clayton, Manchester ‘ 

Dancer, Eveanor, Battle, Sussex. Feb 12. Trollope and Winck- 
worth, Westminster é 

ss, apenas Gunpry, Gorscombe, Gent. Jan 31. Price, 


Dopps, Watrer, Church rd, Richmond, Gent. Feb 14. Pattison 
and Co, Queen Victoria st 

Don, Grore1ana Kine, Roehampton, Surrey. March1. Gregson, 
Throgmorton st 

Grex, Rev Tuomas, Badby, Northampton. Feb 28. Burton and 
Willoughby, Daventry 

Hatuway, Rozert Bryant, Frampton Cotterell, Gloucester, Farmer. 
March 1. Trenfield, Chipping Sodbury 

Peseevenrs, Joun, Halifax, Merchant. Feb14. Mumford, Brad- 

o) 


Hvexes, Rozpert, Lympstone, Devon, Retired Surgeon. Feb 1. 
Gidley, Exeter 

Jacozss, Jonas, St James’ place, Aldgate, Gent, Feb 18.4 Emanuel 
and Co, Walbrook 

Jones, Ann, Liverpool. March 4. Whitaker, Lancaster pl, Strand 

Ker, Aan, Liverpool, Sugar Refiner. April 30. Garnett and 
Tarbet, Liverpool 

Lavener, Mary Ann, Birmingham. Feb 18. Simcox, Birming- 


MarsHALL, Joseru, Whitton, nr Hounslow, Gent. Feb 28. Chad- 
wick and Sons, Dewsbury 
Maztiy, Rozert, Kingston-upon-Hull, Retired Cowkeeper. Feb 14. 
Reed and Winter, Hull 
McCatmont, ALFreD LeicutTon, Highfield, nr Southampton, Esq. 
Feb 12. Nicholl and Co, Strand 
McCatmont, Freeprick Harness, Inner Temple, Barrister-at-law. 
Feb 12. Nicholl and Co, Strand 
Merram, Saran, Sheffield, Merchant. March 21. Broomhead and 
Co, Sheffield 
Mookzz, Txomas, Sheffield, Common Brewer. March 21. Broom- 
head and Co, Sheffield 
Prowpen, WitttaM Henry CurcuELex, Ewhurst park, Southamp- 
ton, Esq. Feb14. Bell and Steward, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Purvis, Gzorer THomas Martianp, Yokohama, Japan, Harbour 
r. Feb8. Martin, Fenchurch st 
Rice, Groree, Piccadilly, Horse Dealer. Feb 25. Pearpoint and 
Co, Leicester sq 
Rooxe, Jous, Lusholme, Manchester, Manufacturing Chemist. 
Feb 22. Wood and Co, Manchester 
Srppiz, Atreep, Dukinfield, Chester, Dentist. Jan 30. Hampson, 
Ashton-under-Lyne 
Surrx, Toomas Samvuet, Lower Norwood, Wine Merchant. Feb 21, 
Hamlin and Grammer, Staple inn 
Steams, Evizasetrn Atkinson, St Paul’s rd. March 25. Cummins, 
Old Broad st 
Scrron, Aynz Exizaszru, Coleherne rd, South Kensington. Feb 
18. Little and Mills, Stroud 
Svrrox, Ricnarp, High Road, Tottenham, Baker. Feb14. Webb, 
Austin Friars 
Taxtor, Henry, Holland rd, Kensington. Feb 12, Braikenridge, 
Bartlett’s bldngs 
Trtiey, Josrru Samver, Staines, Pawnbroker. March 1. Horne 
and Engall, Staines 
Tracy, Emity, Sidney villas, Brixton rise. Feb 21. Pontifex, St 
Andrew’s st, Holborn circus 
Westox, Taomas, Draycott-in-the-Moors, Stafford, Farmer. March 
25. Thacker and Cull, Cheadle 
Waicut, Rozert, Wisbech, Cambridge, Harness Maker. Feb 10. 
Welchman and Carrick, Wisbech 
[ Gazette. Jan. 7.] 
Asuwoop, Frepexicx, Paddington, Builder. Feb24. Vernon and 
Co, Moorgate st 
Bexwetr, Joun, Ladbroke sq, Notting hill, Esq, Aprill. Harris, 
Notting hill 
Beswert, WititaM, Liverpool. Feb 7. Jevons and Co, Liverpool 
Bestizy, Hawwan, Stoke-upon-Trent. Jan 28. Robinson, Stoke- 
upon-Trent 
Bown, Witttam Groxoe, Taunton, Somerset, Hotel Keeper. June 
2. Fryer, Exeter 
Bucuax, Ans, Kidderminster, Worcester. Feb 28. Burcher, 
ninater 
Betrez, Rev Reoix1Ly Joum, Troston, Suffolk. Feb12. Stogdon, 
Clement’s inn, Strand 
Canocan, Faancis, Strand, Architect. March 8, 
Westcott, Strand 
Cuxisty, Axtuur pe Horne, Edenbridge, Kent, Esq. Feb! 28, 
Baileys and Co, Berners st 
Craves, Joux, Old Malton, York, Gent. Feb8. Jackson, Malton 
Eppixs, Wirisam, St Mary Church, Devon,J Builder, Jan 31. 
Hooper and Woollen, Torquay 
Frawxs, Joun Fuxpyxscx, 8t James’ place, Westminster, Esq. 
ch 5. Carlisle and Ordell, New aq, Lincoln’s inn 
Parra, Grorce Witstam, Tottenham-court rd, Boot and Shoe 
Salesman, Feb 23. Pilgrim and Phillips, Church ct, Lothbary 
Guaver-Beowsr, Jonx Barnunst, Morley Hall, Norfolk, Esq. 
March 1. Coaks and Co 
Gavsor, Ricnany, Nottingham, Auctioneer. March 15, Dowson 
and Wright, Nottingham 


Hatton and 


His, = 1114, Keclesbourne rd, Islington, Gent. Feb 9, White, 


Cole 
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Houtpway, Mary Awy, St Mary Bourne, Southampton. March 15, 


. 

Horrocks, Rosgzt, Walmersley-cum-Shuttleworth Lancaster, 
Farmer. Feb 12. Grundy, 

Hvurcuinsoy, Ricuarp Scuoutes, Scarborough, M.D. Feb 14, 
Woodall and Woodall, Scarboro 

Jounsow, Ricuagp, Tilney St Lawrence, Norfolk, Farmer. March 
8. Ward, King’s Lynn 

Livsey, James, Bury, Lancaster, Cloth Overlooker in a Cotton Mill. 
Feb 12. Grundy, 

Sicarp. AMELIUvS, Bridge, Kent, Surgeon, March 12, Plummer 
and Fielding, ‘bury % E 
Squire, ALFRED Bennett, Looe, Cornwell, Esq. April9. Venning 

and Goldsmith, Devonport , 
Woorron, Beysamin, Richmond crescent, Barnsbury, Ring Case 
Maker, Feb8, Bolton and Co, Northampton sq 
! Gazette, Jan. 11.] 
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LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK, 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
JAN. 13.~BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Augmentation of Benefices Act Amendment. 
BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 





Committee (passed through committee). 
JAN. 14.—BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Augmentation of Benefices Act Amendment (passed 
through committee). 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. Bit 
Borial and Registration Acts (Doubts Removal) ; Judicial 
Committee. 
JAN.17.—BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Augmentation of Benefices Act Amendment 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 
Prevention of Floods (Earl Spencer). 








HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
JAN. 13.—BLLL READ A SECOND TIME, 


mittee). 
BILLS READ A FIRST TIME. 


Appointments, and otherwise amend the Medical Act (Mr. 
Errington). 

Bill to provide a Remedy by law for Married Women 
against their Husbands neglecting or refusing to maintain 
and educate their Children (Mr. eC" 

JAN. 17.—BILLS READ A FIRST TIME, 

Bill for closing Public-houses on Sundays in England and 
Wales, making provision for the sale of bee: for consumption 
off the premises during certain limited hours and for the 
exceptional requirements of large towns. 

Bill to appoint a Commission for the alteration of the areas 
of Local Government in certain cases, and for the re- 
arrangement of Boundaries (Lord E, Fitzmaurice). 

Bill to amend the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880 (Mr. 
Macdonald). 








LEGAL NEWS. 


The examination for the Chancellor's Medal for Legal 
Studies, at Cambridge, open to all graduates under the 
standing of M.A. or LL.M., will begin on Monday, February 
14, at nine, in the law school. Candidates are requested to 
send their names and the date of their degree to Professor 
E. C. Clark, Newnham-house, Cambridge, on or before Febru- 
ary 7. 


‘*¢ A London Firm of Solicitors” write to the Times :—“A 
paragraph has appeared in the papers to the effect that, in 
addition to the seventy-seven millions now held by the Pay- 
master-General of the Chancery Division of the Courts of 
Justice, the amounts standing to the credit of suitors in the 
common law divisions will shortly be transferred to him. 
This morning we obtained from one of the chief clerks of the 
Master of the Rolls an order dividing a sum of upwards of 
£4,700 among the parties interested. To complete this order 
a certificate is required by the Paymaster-General to show 
that that sum is in his hands on this day. On applying for 
such certificate we are informed that the Paymaster is ten 
days in arrear with his books, and mom na ape our clients 
must wait that time before the order can roceeded witb. 
Tf it takes ten days to obtain # certificate of the funds now in 





the hands of the Paymaster, what time will elapse when he 





Burial and Registration Acts (Doubts Removal); Judicial: 


Married Women’s Property (referred to a select com-- 


Bill to Alter the Qualifications required for holding certain. 
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has the other funds transferred to him will be a serious ques- 
tion to suitors. Surely the Government, who reap such a 
substantial annual benefit from the suitors’ fee fund, might 
supply the Paymaster with a sufficient staff to keep his books 
a | daily, and thus prevent delays which, in many in- 
stances, are most serious to the parties concerned.” 

At the meeting of the Judicial Committee on the 18th 
inst., Sir Barnes Peacock, who spoke with some emotion, 
said:—‘‘In meeting at this board for the first time since the 
melancholy event which interrupted the last sittings, we 
should not do justice to our feelings if we did not express our 
deep sense of the well-nigh irreparable loss which her 
Majesty and this Committee have sustained by the death of 
our lamented colleague. During twenty-one years of assi- 
duous labours at this board Sir James Colvile brought to 
the consideration of the various and important questions 
which came before it extensive knowledge, not only of law 
and equity as administered in this country, but of the lead- 
ing principles of the widely differing systems of jurispru- 
dence whieh prevail in different parts of this great empire, 
and an especial acquaintance with the laws, the aannera, 
and the customs of the people of India, in whose welfare he 
took a lively and never-failing interest. All who practised 
before Sir James Colvile well knew the calm judicial spirit 
with which he approached every question ; the breadth of 
view which he brought to bear upon principles; his mastery 
of facts and bis accuracy in dealing with complicated details, 
His untiring patience and unvarying courtesy cannot have 
failed to be appreciated by the bar; but none can have 
known as his colleagues knew the value of his ripe judgment, 
the abundance of his resources, and the assistance as well as 
the charm he lent to our deliberations. Indeed, the genial 
kindness of his nature had endeared him to all those, either 
in India or in this country, who were in any way associated 
with him. His loss will be deplored, not only by all who 
are here to-day, but by many of those who are engaged in the 
administration of justice in distant lands, He is gone, but he 
will long live in our memories as a great judge, an accom- 
plished gentleman, and a warm friend.” The Attorney- 
General and Mr, Leith, Q.C., added their testimony on be- 
half of the bar. 

In answer to a question by Sir H. Giffard, as to whether 
any reply was sent to the letter addressed by the Lord 
Chancellor to the late Lord Chief Justice of England on 
this subject, the Attorney-General said, in the House of 
Commons on the 13th inst., that (as we atated at the time) 
the Lord Chancellor's letter was not published in the 
newspapers by him or with his assent. The substance of 
the reply was brought to the attention of the Council of 
Judges before they arrived at the recommendation to 
abolish the offices in question. The reply of the late Chief 
Justice was contained in a letter which touched upon many 
other subjects, and could not in its entirety be made 
public; bat I will furnish to my hon. friend and make 
public a copy of every word of the letter referring to the 
subject in question. As may be supposed from the 
well-known and often-expressed opinion of the late Chief 
Justice condemnatory of the policy of the Judicature 
Acts, his reply expresses disapproval of the proposed 
abolition. It is as follows :—‘‘ As regards the subject- 
matter on which you desire to take the sense of the judges, 
I should be wanting in candour if I did not frankly say that 
I do not concur in your view. I am quite prepared to sacri- 
fice old names and old associations for the sake of substantial 

d, though I do not think they are destitute of value, but 
am wholly ata loss to see what willbe gained by merging 
the three common law divisions into one court, and am 
Satisfied that a court of fifteen judges under a nominal 
president—for the authority of such a president would be no 
more than nominal—would not and could not work. My 
Opinion is that hopeless confusion would be the result. The 
fact is the present state of things works extremely well 
when the judges can attend to their business in the com- 
mon law divisions. The reason why there are arrears is 
that the judges are scattered over the face of the country 
eying election petitions or on extra and nnnecessary cir- 
ou: ‘ ’ 





SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Jan, 28,—Mr. ALrrep BAKER, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, Jan. 16, p. 3). 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Fray, Jan. 14, 1880. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Baines, Thomas Wilcockson, and Andrew Graham Tait, Cannon st, 
Merchants. Mot Dec21. Murray. Feb 4at11 
Campbell. Ronald Rivers, Gloucester ter, Campden hill. Pet Jan 
1l, Murray. Jan 28 at 11 
Pebody, Joseph, Denmark rd, Kilburn, Carman. Mot Jan 10. 
Pepys. Jan 26 at 12 


To Surrender in the Countrv. 

Brown, John, Birkenhead, Chester, Bootmaker. Pet Jan 11. Wil- 
liams. Birkenhead, Jan 25 at 12.30 

Butterfield, James, Gateshead, Durham, Tailor. Pet Jan12. In- 
gledew. Newcastle, Jan 27 at 11 

Davey, Esther, North Shields, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan 10. 
Daggett. Newcastle, Jan 27 at 11 

Friend, Thomas, West Bromwich, Stafford, Auctioneer. Pet Dec 
17. Watson. Oldbury, Jan 24 at 12 

Heading, Charles, Roxton, Bedford, Farmer, Pet Jan 10. Pearse. 
Bedford, Jan 28 at 11.30 

Lawrence, William, Springfield pk, Acton, Builder. Pet Jan 11, 
Ruston. Brentford, Feb 1 at 2 

Mills, Robert Winterbottom, and Charles Ashworth, New Islington, 
Manchester, Spindle Makers. Pet Jani12. Lister. Manchester, 
Jan 31 at 12 

Mountain, Thomas, Aldborough, York, Farmer. Pet Janll. Per- 
kins. York, Jan 25 at 11 

Prior, George Mason, Cambridge, Pork Butcher. Pet Jan 12. Eaden. 
Cambridge, Jan 26 at 12.30 

Rucroft, Nathan, Oldham, Lancaster. Pet Jan 12. Tweedale 
Oldham, Jan 26 at 11 

Tooley, Robert, Gt Yarmouth, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan 11. 
Worlledge. Gt Yarmouth, Jan 27 at 11 

Wilson, James Hanley, Huddersfield, Insurance Agent. Pet Jan 12. 
Jones. Huddersfield, Jan 31 at 11 


TvuxEspay, Jan. 18, 1881, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Bartholomew, Lucy, Bell yd, Gracechurch st, Licensed Victualler. 
Pet Jan 14. Pepys. Jan 28 at 12 
Lowden, William, High st, Camden Town, Grocer. Pet Jan 13. 
Hazlitt. Feb 2 at 11 
Smith, George John Cayley, Gt Marlborough st. Pet Jan 14. Pepys. 


Feb 16 at 11 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Favill, Robert, Market Rasen, Lincoln, Auctioneer. Pet Jan 14. 
Uppleby. Lincoln, Jan 31 at 11 

Harding, Frederick Augustus, Southsea, Portsea, Builder. Pet Jan 
14. Renny. Portsmouth, Feb 10 at 12 

Houghton, Charles George Moss, Manchester, Wine Merchant. Pet 
Jan13. Lister. Manchester, Jan 31 at 12 

Papps, William, Trowbridge, Wilts, Baker. Pet Jan 15. Robertson. 
Bath, Feb 2 at 12.30 

Scarfe, Walter, Raydon ter, Wandsworth, Builder. Pet Jan 11. 
Winch.. Wandsworth, Feb 4 a: 11 

Wyatt, Edward, Netherhill, Southampton, Farmer. Pet Jan 15. 
Daw, jun. Southampton, Jan 31 at 2.30 . 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Tvespay, Jan, 17, 1881. 
Morrell, Henry, Birmingham, Metal Spinner. Dec 17 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, Jan. 14, 1880, 
Adams, Henry, Copenhagen st, Islington, Laundryman. Jan 3a 
1 at offices of Richardson, Broad st bldgs 
Ager, William, and Jonathan Sadler, North Brixton, Builders. 
Jan 26 at 3 at offices of Chipperfield, Trinity st, Southwark 
Alchorne, Charles, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Hatter. Feb 2 at 3 at 
offices of Mason, Victoria st South, Great Grimsby 
Aston, George William, High st, Notting hill, Builder. Jan 28 at 4 
at offices of Yorke and Wharton, Conduit st, Bond st 
Bamford, Walters, Nottingham, Ironmonger. Jan 27 at3 at offices 
of Lees, Severn chmbrs, Middle pavement, Nottingham. 
Benks, Samuel, Bradford, York, Grocer. Jan 20 at 3 at offices of 
Neill and Barlow, Kirkgate, Bradford 
Baylis, John Frederick, Redditch, Warwick, Licensed Victualler, 
Feb 4at 3 at the Unicorn Hotel, Redditch. Williams, Redditch 
Brazil, John, Roman rd, Old Ford, Pork Butcher. Jan 31 at 2 aé 
offices of Keen and Rogers, Knight Rider st 
Brown, George Hanson, Leeds, Corn Dealer, Jan 26 at 10.30 at the 
Law Institute, Albion pl, Leeds, Cross, iford 
Buckeridge, Charles, A dbourne, Wilts, Baker. Jan 25 at 13.30 at 
. the Three Swans Hotel, Hungerford. Lucas, Newb 
Bull, James, Long Sutton, Lincoln, Innkeeper, Jan 36 at 12,30 at 
ottices of Mossop and Mossop, Long Sutton 
Caldwell, Josiah, King William st, Contractor. Jan 26 at 12 at the 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Hogan and Hughes, Martin's 
lane 
Card, Caleb, High st, Hampstead, Refreshment house keeper. Jan 
27 at 3 at offices of Downing, Basinghall st 
Coles, George, Essex ri, Islington, Baker. Jan 27 at 11 at the White 





Swan Hotel, Coleman st, City, Biggenden 
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Curtis, George, Tottenham rd, Kingsland rd, Coal Merchant. Feb 
7 at 12 at offices of Robinson and Leslie, Coleman st. Joseph 

Daniels, Charles John, Selisbaxy, Wilts, Mineral Water Manufac- 
turer. Jan 26 at 3 at offices of Harlow, Southampton buildings, 
Chancery lane. Shutte, Southampton 

Daunton, William, Bedminster, Bristol, Grocer. Jan 27 at 2 at 
offices of Hobbs, Clare st, Bristol 

Davies, David, Hoole, nr Chester, Corn Factor. Jan 25 at 12 at 
offices of Duncan and Pritchard, Bridge st, Chester 

Davies, Thomas, Florence terrace, Shepherd’s Bush rd, Grocer. Jan 
24 at 3 at the Vestry House, Laurence Pountney hill, Cannon st. 
Williams and Graham 

Dawson, Joseph, Leicester, Shopkeeper.. Feb 1 at 3 at offices of 
Chadwick and Co, Berridge st, Leicester 

Dickinson, Samuel Thornton, Church Congtenel, Cheshire, Presby- 
terian Minister. Jan 27 at 11 at offices of Hill, Market st, Crewe 

Dobson, Henry, Chorley, Lancashire, Fish Dealer. Jan 27 at 11 at 
offices of Morris, Townhall, Chorley 

Dorrell, Frederick, High st, Vauxhall, Baker. Jan 22 at 10 at offices 
of Mitchell, Theobald’s rd, Bedford row. Hope, Bell yard, Fleet 
st 

Dupree, George Thomas, Great Saffron hill, Boot Manufacturer. 
Jan 22 at 11 at offices of Mitchell, Theobald’s row, Bedford row. 
Hope, Bell yd, Fleet st 

Eaton, William, West Derby, near Liverpool, Plumber. Jan 27 at 
2 at Offices of Gibson and Co, South John st, Liverpool. Paynter, 
Liverpool 

Eckersall, Isaiah, East Ardsley, York, Grocer. Jan 26 at 3 at Black 
Bull Hotel. Mirfield. Bottomly. Huddersfield 

Ferry, Robert, Hartlepool, Durham, Millwright. Feb 2at12 at offices 
of Kay, Church st, West Hartlepool 

Forrest, James, Salford, Lancaster, Baker. Feb 9 at 3 at offices 
of Oram and Co, Peter st, Manchester 

Geisler, Henry, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Music Seller. Feb 3 at 11 
at offices of Grange and Wintringham, St Mary’s chambers, West 
St Mary’s Gate, Great Grimsby 

George, Edwin, Broadstairs, Kent, Upholsterer. Feb 3 at 2 at 
Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Sparkes, Ramsgate 

Gibbons, Francis, Bristol, Grocer. Jan 22 at 12 at offices of Andrews, 
Nicholas st, Bristol 

Gillon, David, Aldershot, Southampton, Riding Master in Royal 
Engineers. Jan 27 at 11 at offices of Knight and Ward, West st, 
Farnham 

Gowlland, Joseph, Stockwell, Grocer. Jan 31 at3 at Law Institu- 
tion, Chancery lane. Cordwell, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 

Green, William, Salisbury rd, Kilburn, Grocer. Jan 27 at 2 at offices 
of Hubert and Co, John st, Adelphi 

Hall, James Robert, Morpeth, Northumberland, Grocer. Feb 2 at 
12 at offices of Gibson, Victoria buildings, Grainger st West, New- 
castle-on-Tyne 

Hammond, John, Outwell, Norfolk, Carpenter. Jan 26 at 12 at offices 
of Hammond and Carrick, Crescent, Wisbech 

Hawes, James Maidenhead, Berks, Grocer. Feb 2 at 3 at offices of 
Turner, Highst. Maidenhead 

Heaton, Robert, Keighley, York, Bobbin Turner. Jan 27 at 3 
at the Victoria Hotel, Cavendish st, Keighley. Robinson, Keigh- 


ley 

Hoyland, William Henry Crofts, Oakerthorpe, Derby, Licensed 
Victualler. Feb 7 at 12 at Midland Hotel, Chesterfield, Wilson and 

me, Alfreton 

Hulme, Samuel, Shrewsbury, Hairdresser. Jan 31 at 3 at offices of 
Clarke and Sons, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Hutchins, Philip Henry, Manchester, Hosier. Feb 2 at 3 at offices of 
Diggies and Ogden, Booth st, Manchester 

Hyde, Emma, Blackpool, Lancaster, Lodging house keeper. Jan 27 
at 3 at offices of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 

Tbbetson, Lewis Alfred, King’s Cross rd, Tea Dealer. Jan 27 at 12 at 
offices of Sampson, Marylebone rd 

Isaac, George, Rutland st, South Lambeth, out of business. Jan 26 
at 2 at offices of Bendle, John st, Redford row 

Isaacs, Isaac, Westminster bdg rd, Tailor. Jan 22 at 11 at offices of 
Moss, Gracechurch st 

Jacobs, Alfred, Silchester terrace, Notting hill, Stone Mason. 
Jan 25 at 2 at 40, Southampton bidgs, Holborn. Cooper, Chancery 


sex, John Jacob, City road, Licensed Victualler. Jan 31 at 3 at 
Kennan’s Hotel, Crown ct, Cheapside. Lovett and Co, King Wil- 


Bt 

io Joseph, Leicester, Egg Dealer. Jan 27: at 12 at offices of 
i hires, Market st, Leicester 

Kingston, William Nightingale, West Gorton. near Manchester, 
Journeyman Joiner. Jan 26 at 3 at offices of Lawson, Peter st 

Lawton Chart Marsden, York, G 
wton. ie, en, York, Grocer- Jan 16 at 11 at 
Welsh, Queen st, Huddersfield on 

Leapman, Lewis, King William st, Dealer in Watches. Jan 24 at 3 
at offices of Barnett, Palmerston bldgs, Old Broad st 

Lewis, William, Tanygrisiau, Festiniog, Merioneth, Brass Founder. 
Jan 26 at 1 at the ’s Hotel, Festiniog. Ellis, Four Crosses, 
Festiniog 

Loxton, Aaron, Landport, Hants, Ironmonger. Jan 28 at 2.30 at 
offices of Edmonds and Co, Cheapside. King, Portsea 

Loyd, Frank, South Shields, Builder. Jan 27 at 2 at offices of Sal- 
mon and Osborne, King st, South Shields 

Marsh, John, Westbromwich, Stafford, Hame Merchant. Jan 27 at 
11 at offices of Messrs Jackson and Sharpe, High st, Westbrom- 


Mitcheson, John, Felling, near Gateshead, Durham, Grocer. Jan 27 
at 2 at offices of Bird, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Mondy, John, Long lane, Bermondsey, Leather Dresser. Jan 26 at 
2 on . Woodley, Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall st. Brown, 
Basin 5 

Morris. John, Newnham, Gloucester, Draper. Jan 25 at 1 at offices 
Parsons, High st, Bristol. Parker, Newnham 

New, Alfred James, Nottingham, Ironmaster. Jan 25 at 3 at George 
Hotel, George st, Nottingham. Wells and Hind, N ham 


Nixon, George, Langham st, Portland pl, Lodging House Keeper. 





Feb 3 at 12 at offices of Dubois, Serjeant’s inn, Chancery lane, 
Maynard, Clifford’s inn 

Owen, William Griffith, Carnarvon, Enamelled Slate Manufacturer, 
Jan 28 at 2 at 4, Church st, Carnarvon. Jones and Roberts, Car. 
naryon 

Palmer, Thomas, Park rd, Crouch End, Butcher. Jan 26 at 2 at 
offices of Francis, Chancery lane 

Parry, Henry Owen, Fachwen, Carnarvon, Grocer. Feb 1 at 3 at 
British Hotel, Bangor. Rees, Carnarvon s 

Pollock, William, Liverpool, Carver. Jan 28 at 3 at offices of Gibson 
and Co, South John st, Liverpool. Copeman 

Price, Michael John Michael, Coleman st, Restaurant Keeper. Jan 
31 at 3 at offices of Harte, Moorgate st 

Roberts, Hugh, St. Asaph, Flint, Grocer. Jan 25 at 12 at Queen’s 
Hotel, Chester. Evans, Holywell 

Roberts, Lambert, Burnley, Draper. Jan 28 at 3 at offices of Addle- 
shaw and Warburton. Norfolk st, Manchester 

Robinson, Benjamin James, Wolverhampton, Coal Merchant. Jan 
26 at 3 at offices of Gatis, King st, Wolverhampton 

Rothery, Enoch, Easthorough, Dewsbury, Joiner. Jan 28 at 3 at 
offices of Shaw, Bond st, Dewsbury i r 

Sandry, William James, Camborne, Cornwall, Photographic Artist. 
Jan 27 at 3 at Bullers’ Arms Hotel, Redruth. Holloway, Redruth 

Schofield, James, Norton, nr Doncaster, Corn Factor. Jan 25 at 12 
at Midland Station Hotel, Sheffield 

Scott, John Ernest, Nottingham. Jan 28 at3 at offices of Rothera 
and Son, High st, Nottingham 

Sebry, Alfred Stephen, St Paul’s churchyard, Mantle Warehouse. 
man, Jan 28 at 12 at offices of Plunkett and Leader, St Paul’s 
churchyard 

Sheldon, James, St Mary axe, Printer. Jan 29 at 11 at offices of 
Van Tromp, Essex st, Strand 

Silberstein, William, Gateshead, Durham, Clothier. Jan 25 at 3 at 
offices of Moody, Clayton st, West, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Southwall, Richard, Ramsey, Huntingdon, Engine Driver, Jan 27 
at 2 at George Hotel, Ramsey. Sarjeant, Ramsey 

Staite, George, Bewdley, Worcester, Innkeeper. Jan 28 at 3 at office 
of Thursfield, Swan st, Kidderminster 

Stephens, Richard, Peterborough, Mason. Feb 3 at 11 at Angel 
Hotel, Peterborough, Hart, Peterborough 

Stevenson, Harvey James, and Samuel Peckham, Burwash, Sussex, 
Farmers. Jan 25 at 12 at offices of Phillips and Cheesman, Have- 
lock rd, Hastings 

Strange, George, Bournemouth, Boot Maker. Feb 1 at 3 at offices of 
Aldridge, Westover villas, Bournemouth 

Sturken, Carl Wilhelm, Manchester, Shipper. Feb lat 3 at offices 
of Ellis, Clarence bldgs, Booth st, Manchester 

Sutherland, Hugh, Longton, Stafford, Majolica Manufacturer. Jan 
26 at 11 at offices of Clarke and Hawley, Church st, Longton | 

Taylor, John Henderson, Edward Beardman Parker, and Frederick 
Sutton Shute, Manchester, Builders’ Merchants. Jan 31 at 3 at 
offices of Sutton and Elliott, Fountain st, Manchester — 

Tempest, Isaac, William Turner, and Daniel Hopkin, Bradford, 
York, Worsted Spinners. Jan 26 at 11 at the New Inn, Tyrrel st, 
Bradford. Peel and Co, Bradford 

Tinker, Joseph, Huddersfield, Tailor, Jan 26 at 3 at offices of Gray, 
Eastgate, Barnsley . 

Topham, Henry, Wollaston, near Nantwich, Chester, Machine man. 
5 om 20 at »2 30 at Albert chmbrs, Church side, Crewe. Pointon, 

Jrewe 

Vining, William, Dudley, Worcester, Hatter. Jan 25 at 11 at offices 
of Burn and Co, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Walshaw, Edward, Cleckheaton, York, Commission Agent. Jan 28 
at 3 at offices of Harrison and Beaumont, Chancery lane, Wake- 


field 

Wells, George, Oxford, Builder. Jan 20 at 12 at the Roebuck Hotel, 
Oxford, in lieu of the place originally named 

Wells, John, Kentish ‘'own rd, Coffee House Keeper. Feb 4 at 2 at 
offices of Binstead and Cant, Finsbury circus “ 

Westcott, Fanny, Beaford, Devon, Innkeeper. Jan 24{at 12 at offices 
of Smale, Barn House, Bideford 

Whitfield, William, Wisbech St Mary’s, Cambridge, Farmer. Jan 
2 at 1 at offices of Sidney and Ollard, York row; Wisbech Saint 

eters 

Wild, John, Bradford, York, Cabinet Maker. Jan 28 at 11 atoffices 
of Moore, Albion chmbrs, Hustlergate, Bradford ; 

Williams, David, Hirwain, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Licensed Victu- 
aller. Jan 27 at 12 at offices of Linton and Kenshole, Cannon st, 
Aberdare 

Williams, George, Keynsham, Somerset. Confectioner. Jan 26 
* — offices of Plummer and Parry, Bristol chmbrs, Nicholas st, 

ris 

Wilson, John, Hulme, Manchester, Provision Dealer. Jan 28 at3 
= = Merchants’ Hotel, Oldham st, Manchester. Evans, Man- 
Chester 

Wright, Robert Hood, and Charles Septimus Wright, Ulverston, 
Lancaster, Wine Merchant. Jan 27 at 1 at ‘l'emperance Hall, Ul- 
verston. Thomson and Wilson, Kendal 

Tvuxspay, Jan. 17, 1881. 


Batch, Jacob Peter, Camberwell rd, Contractor. Feb 9 at3 at 
offices of Waddell and Co, Queen Victoria st. Ditton, Ironmonger 
lane 

Beck, Thomas, Heaton Norris, Lancaster, Commission Agent, 
Feb 2 at 3 at officesof Newton, Bank chambers, Market pl, Stock- 


rt 

Balford, Thomas James, Leominster, Hereford, Grocer. Feb 1 at 2 
at offices of Moore, Corn mi inster 

Bedford, William Popplewell, Wakefield} York, Grocer, Jan 29 at 11 
at offices of Kemp, Barstow sq, Wakefield 

Binks, Samuel, Wyke. nr Bradford, Mason. Jan 28 at 11 at offices of 
Lancaster and Wright, Manor row, Bradford 

Blanch, William Hamett, Denman rd. Camberwell, Surveyor. Jan26 
at 2 at offices of Mott, Paternoster row 

Bland, William, Gorleston, Suffolk, Smack Owner. Feb 1 at 12,30 at 
offices of Dowsett, Quay chmbrs, Great Yarmouth 

Blott, Tom Owen, ley Huntingdon, Farmer, Feb 1 at 1 at Uni- 
corn Hotel. St Ives, Gaches, Peterborough 
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Bowden, Joseph, Bedminster, Somerset, Greengrocer. 
#3 2 -* offices of Johnson and Co, Archhouse chambers, John b i 


ne Joseph, Beadlam, York, Farmer, Feb 4 at 2 at Court house, 
Helmsley. Pearson 
yy f ey Farmer. Feb 2 at 2 at 


Bradshaw, Isaac, Eyn 
offices of Wade-Gery, St N 

Bramall, John Charles, Woodley, , Cheshire, Coal Merchant. Feb 1 
at 11 at offices of Brown and insworth, St Peters , Stockport 
Broadhurst, Eliza Williams, Leamington, Warwick, Fishmonger. 
Jan 28 at 12 at offices of Overell and Son, Warwick st, Leamington 

Brookes, William, Burslem, Stafford, Kiln Builder, Jan 28 at 11 at 
Queen’s chambers, Liverpool rd, Burslem. Julian 

Brown, Frederick William, Preston, Lancashire, Stonemason. Feb 
1at 3 at the County Court Office, Winckley st, Preston. Edelston, 
Preston 

Brumby, William Henry Walter, Bath, Bicycle Agent. Jan 29 at 11 
at the Christepher Hotel, Bath’ Bartrum and Bartlett, Bath 

Burleigh, Alfred, Little Chesterford, Essex, Farmer. Feb 3 at 11 at 
at offices of Ellison and Co, Alexandra st, Petty Cury 

Bush, John, Salisbury st, Hoxton, Marble Mason. Jan 27 at 3 at 
offices of Cooper, Southampton buildings, Chancery lane 

Carter, Richard Parkes, Clay Cross, Derby, Grocer. Jan 28 at3 at 
offices of Higginbottom and Co, Irongate, Chesterfield 

Caves, Joseph, Bourke rd, Wood Green, Wheelwright. 
at offices of Hicks, Sardinia st, Lincoln’ 's inn fields 

Chaffer, Charles, Taunton, Somerset, Cabinet Maker. 
at offices of Reed and Cook, Paul st, Taunton 

Challis, Charles William, Marshall st, Golden sq, Licensed Victualler. 
Feb 8 at 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Neave, Cheapside 

Clark, Christopher, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manchester, Restaurant 
Keeper. Jan 31 at 3 at offices of Blakeway, Deansgate, Manches- 


ter 

Clarke, Samuel William, Astcote, Pattishall, 
seller, Jan 28 at 11 at offices of Becke, Derngate, 
ton 

Clemans, Thomas, Bellenden rd, Peckham, Cheesemonger. 
at 2 at offices of Rae, Mincing’ lane 

Conning, William, Gt Edston, York, Farmer. Feb 2 at 2 at offices of 
Harrison, Kirby Moorside 

Cox, George, Kingsteynton, Devon, Grocer. Feb 1 at 3.30 at offices 
of Creed, Courtenay st, Newton Abbott 

Croom, Benjamin, Hazlebury Bryan, Dorset, Farmer. Feb 4 at 2 at 
the Swan Hotel, Sturminster Newton. Andrews and Co, Dor- 
chester 

Cunningham, Thomas, Manchester, Confectioner. Jan 31 at 3 at the 
Star Hotel, Manchester. Sampson, Manchester 

Davies, John William, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler. Feb 3 at 
10.5 at offices of Morris, Red st, Carmarthen 

Earle, William, Northleach, Gloucester, Builder. Feb 3 at 12 at 
offices of Clark, Regent st, Cheltenham 


Jan 29 at 11 
Jan 31 at 11 


Remenee, Beer- 
Northamp- 


Jan 26 


Edwards, Alfred, Mark Edwards, and Thomas Edwards, Tamworth, 

Warwick, Grocers. Jan 31 at 11 at the Queen’s Hotel, Birming- 
ham. Argy le and Sons, Tamworth 

Estcourt, Henry, Salford, Lancaster, Surgeon. Feb 9 at 3 at offices 
of Farrington and Crofton, Mosley st, Manchester 

Faulkes, Thomas, Monsell st, Finsbury = pny th Fitter, Feb 1 at 
3 at 59, Lincoln’s inn fields. Cooper, Chancery lan 

Fielding, Mary, Chesterfield, Derby, out of teninees. Jan 31 at 3 at 
offices of Stanton, New sq, Chesterfield 

Firth, Samuel, Bradford ork, Licensed Victualler. Feb! at 11 at 
offices of Berry and Robinson, Charles st, Bradford 

Fisher, Joseph, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Joiner. Jan 31 at 11 at 
offices of Brown, Scotch st, Whitehaven’ 

Fitch, George Frederick, Cambridge rd, Mile End, Grocer. {Feb 
10 at 2 at Beck, East India avenue, Leadenhall st 

ar George, Great Berkhamstead, Hertford, Builder. Feb 2 at 

1,30 at offices of Bullock and Penny, Great Berkhamsted 

* std Charles John, Baker st, en sq, Dressmaker. Jan 26 
at 12 at offices of Morris, ct, Temple 

Franks, Alfred, Lidsing, nr Chatham, out of business. Jan 24 at 3 
at the Mitre Hotel, Chatham. r, Chancery lane 

Gardiner, Charles, Burdett buildings, Hackney rd, Carriers’ Agent. 
Feb 5 at 12 at offices of Morphett, King st, Cheapside, Terry, 
King st, Cheapside 

Gibbons, John, Audenshaw, Lancashire, ae Jan 31 at 3 at 
offices of Coates, Old st, Ashton-under- 

Grantham, Richard, Idle, York, Licensed ‘ictualler. Jan 28 at ll 
at offices of Peel and Co, Chapel aa Bradford 

Green, William Nathan, Purston Jagl in, nr Pontetract, out of busi- 
mer Jan 28 at 11 at offices of Lake and Lake, Southgate, Wake- 

Jan 27 at 11 at 


Griffiths, Thomas, Aberavon, Glamorgan, Builder. 
Offices of Davies, Alma place, Néat 
Hammond, James, Highway Supply Stores, Enfield, Grocer. Jan 
ah at mere of Morphett, King st, Cheapside, Terry. King 
eapside 
Harrison, Sooree, New Oscott, Warwick, Provision Dealer. Feb. 3 
at 3 at offices of Beaton and "Adcock, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Hebbard, John, Oldbury, Licensed Victualler. "Jan 31 at 1 at 
offices of Forrest, Church st, Oldbury 
Heckell, Charles, Derrick st, Rotherhithe, Shi eaaine. Jan 27 
at 2 at Cannon st Hotel. Pook and Son, Walbrook 
psall, John, Egmanton, Notts, Farmer. —% 31 at 2 at Newcastle 
Inn, Tuxford. Bescob: 1A ‘East Retford 
hman, William Robert Wade, and Frederick William Highman, 
tol, Colonial Brekers. Jan 31 at 12.30 at offices of Collins 
st, Bristol. Clifton and Carter, Bristol 
Hollick, William, Wolverhampton, Bootmaker. Jan 29 at 11 at office 
ait Rudiand qe oa Wolverham ae 
by, Phi lip, Gran oe, Seaer | in Horses. Feb 2 at 12 
— Offeee = = doh 


Hough, Jan eH Taver Wonuga, Sow Manufacturer. Jan 27 at 
os Maaan's bo 1 Tavern, Mason’s avenue. Basinghall st. 
lower ee Dory, Corn Miller, Feb 2 at 3 at Derby Hotel, Bury. 


Haslam, Bury 





“Hughes, William Walter, St Mary’s rd rd, 1, Peckham, Manager of Public 
oy Feb 3 at 2 at offices of Hogan and Hughes, St Martin’s 
ane 

Jackson, George, Burslem, Stafford, Newsagent. Jan 26 at 11 at 
offices of Bennett, Piccadilly bldgs, Hanley 

James, Benjamin, Newport, Monmouth, Grocer. Jan 31 at 12 at 
offices of Dauneey, Albion chmbrs, Newport. 

Jameson, John, Blackburn, Lancaster, Merchant Tailor. Feb 1 at 
11 at the Wellington Hotel, Nicholas Croft, Manchester. Need- 
ham, Blackburn 

Jenkins, William Edward, Naat, Pembroke, Baker. Jan31 at 2 
at offices of Lascelles, Narbert 

Jennings, Samuel, Docking, Norfolk, Butcher. Feb 1 at3 at offices 
of Cates and Bates, Swan st, Fakenham 

Johnson, Harry, Eagle ter, Edmonton, Cheesemonger. Jan 28 at 12 
at offices of Wolferstan and Co, Ironmoner lane 

Keeler, Alfred David, Folkestone, Kent, Builder. Feb 2 at 12 at 
King’ s Arms Inn, Folkestone. Collard, Canterbury 

Kennedy, Francis Augustine, Ladywood, Birmingham, Outdoor 
Beer Retailer. Jan 28 at 3 at offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Bir- 
mingham 

Kirkham, Thomas, Runcorn, Chester, Chemical Plumber. Jan 28 at 
at 2 at offices of Day and Lake, Bridge st, Runcorn 

Kitton, Frederic, Norwich, Tobacconist. Feb 1 at 2at offices of Bal- 
dey, Tolls ct, Briggs st, Norwich 

Knight, Francis George, Ball’s Pond road, Grocer. Jan 28 at 3at 
offices of Greening and Co, King st. Cheapside. Swaine, King st, 
Cheapside 

Leake, Edward Lofthouse, Hotham, North Carr, North Cave, York, 
Farmer. Jan 31 at 2.30 at offices of Pickering, Parliament st, King- 
ston-upon-Hull, Leake and Co. 

Leake, Francis, Hotham, York, Farmer. Jan 31 at 1 at offices of 
Pickering, Parliament ‘st, Kingston upon Hull 

Lewis, Abraham, Newcastle upon Tyne, Commission Agent. Jan 
28 at 2 at offices of Mocdy, Clayton st West, Newcastle-upon- 


Tyne 
Lobb, Henry John, Everton, Liverpool, Boot and Shoe Maker. Feb 
Leadgate, Durham, Grocers. 


4 at 3 at offices of Lowe, Mount Pleasant, Liverpool 

Lowes, Robert and Thomas Lowes, 

Jan 27 at 3 at offices of Moody, Clayton st West, Newcastle-upon- 

Jan 27 
at 3 at New Exchange bldgs, George yd, Lombard st. Lowther, 
George lane, Eastcheap 

Mansilla, Avice Francis, Surrey, Widow. Jan 25 at 12 at Greyhound 
Hotel, Croydon. Pittman. Eland rd, New Wandsworth 

Marriner, Charles, Commercial rd, Lambeth, Beer Retailer. Feb 2 
at 3 at offices of Reader, Holborn Viaduct 

Miller, Thomas Barker, Bishop Stortford, Hertford, Wine Merchant. 
Feb 7 at 2 at offices of Linkiater and Co, Walbrook 

Owen, William Griffith, and Emily Nicholls, Carnarvon, Enamelled 
Slate Manufacturers. Jan 28 atlat the Sportsman Hotel, Car- 
narvon 

Page, William, Brockham st, Trinity sq, Carpenter. Jan 31 at 3 at 
40, Southampton bldgs, Holborn. Cooper 

Parker, David, Manchester, Venetian Blind Maker. Feb 2 at 3 at 
offices of Nadin, King st, Manchester 

Perry, Charles, Bloxwich, ‘Stafford, Greengrocer. Jan 29 at 12 at 
offices of Baker, Bridge st, W: alsall 

Pitchforth, Thomas, Leeds, Painter. Jan 31 at 3 at offices of Pullan, 
Albion st, Leeds 

Porter, James, Chell, Wolstanton, Innkeeper. Jan 28 at 3 at offices 
of Llewellyn’ and Ackrill, Piccadilly st, Tunstall 

Price, Thomas, Kinlet, Salop, Farmer, Jan 27 at 3 at offices of 
Miller and Ce, Church st, Kidderminster 

Rackett, Thomas, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Furniture Dealer. Jan 25 
at 12 at offices of Edmonds and Co, Cheapside, Eldridge and 
Sons, Newport 

Rich, Albert, Ore. nr Hastings, Butcher. Jan 26 at 4 at the Pro- 
vincial Hotel, Hastings. Hare, Pinner’s ct, Old Broad st 

Roberts, William, Liverpool, Builder. Jan 28 at 2 at offices of 
Knowles, Cook st, Liverpool 

Roper, Richard, Lewisham High rd, New Cross, Shi 
Jan 24 at 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. 
Shelton, Threadneedle st 

Rosser, Thomas, Porth, Glamorgan, Builder. Jan 31 at 11,30 at the 
New Inn Hotel, Pontypridd. Linton and Kenshole, Aberdare 

Rumpstead, George Great pee Ale Merchant. Feb 3 at 3 at 
offices of Mason, Victoria st South, Great Grimsb 

Scarles, William Henry, Nottingham, Watchmaker. Jan 31 at 3at 
offices of Belk, Middle pavement, Notting’ 

Scargill, West Ardsley nr Wakefield, Farmer. Jan 31 at 3 at offices 

of ge, Townhall chmbrs, King st, Wakefield 

Schwerer, John, Oxford, Watch maker. Feb 1 at 3 at offices of 

Foster, Bennett’s hill, _ birmingham 

Scott, John, Margate, Kent, Grocer. 
lard, Canterbury 

Scott, *John, Wigan, Lancashire, Broker. Feb 2 
Kenney, King st, Wigan 

a. Archibald Fitz, Leeds, Warehouseman. Jan 29 at 12 at 
offices of Wells, Cook ridge st, 

Simmons, George, Kingston-upon-Hull, Grocer. Feb 2at 3 at offices 
of Martinson, Exchange buildings, Bowlalley lane, Kingston- 
upon-Hull 

Southwell, Daniel, the Hollow, Ramsey, Huntingdon, Farmer. Jan 
31 at 2 at the Anchor Inn, Ramsey. Serjeant, 

Southwell, x illiam Henry, Worlick, Ramsey, H Farmer. 


Jan 31 at 3 at the Anchor Inn, y- 

Spray, Alfred, W Market Gardener. Jan 31 at 11 at 
57, Terminus rd, Eastbourne. Stiff 

Steele, John, Stoke- upon-Trent, Licensed Victualler. Jan 28 at 11 at 
gg Arms Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent. mall, Stoke-upon- 

Stirke, Henry, Montpelier rd, Peckham, Solicitor. Feb 10 at3 at 
offices of Cha tmas, 


Walbrook 
Summers, James, Bishop’s Stortford, Hovetert, of no occupations 
Jan 28 at 12 at offices of Gee . Bishop's Stort 


Tyne 
Mans, Walter Jacob, High st, Southwark, Hop Merchant. 


Decorator. 
coward and 


Feb 1 at 12 at offices of Col- 
at 2 at offices of 
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Tapley, Richard Lewis, Great Torrington, Devon, Solicitor. Feb 7 at 
12 at Great Torrington i 

Taylor, Richard Sanderson, Eynesbury, Huntingdon, Farmer, Feb 2 
at 11.30 at offices of Wade-Gery, St Neots 

Taylor, Joseph, Heckmondwike, out of business. Feb 3 at 3 at offices 
of Sykes, Ings grove, Heckmondwike 

Thomas, David, Crown st, Soho sq, Cheesemonger. Jan 31 at 2 at 
17, Carlisle st, Sohosq. Allen and Son _— : 

ompson, Amos, Barton-upon-Humber, Lincoln, Twine Maker. Feb 

1 at 12 at offices of Mason, Whitecross st, Barton-upon-Humber 

Thompson, Henry, Tile Kiln Farm, Edmonton, Farmer. Jan 26 at 
2 at offices of Hedley and Bartlett, Bush lane, Cannon st 

Thornhill, Richard. Walsall. Stafford, Dealer in Toys. Jan 31 at 11 
at offices of Bill, Bridge st, Walsall 

Welham, Abraham Styer, Kingsland rd, Upholsterer. Feb 2 at 2 at 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Neave, Cheapside 

Thompson, Mark Grayston, Tonbridge, Clock Maker. Jan 31 at 
11.30 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Stenning, Tonbridge 

Wells, Christopher, Budge row, Licensed Victualler. Jan 26 at 2 
at Ridler’s Hotel, Holborn. Hope, Bell yard, Fleet st 

Wileman, John, Persball, near Eccleshall, Stafford, Nonconformist 
Minister. Feb 1 at 3 at the Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton-on- 
Trent. Bright, Burton-on-Trent 

Wilkinson, Annie, and Edward Wilkinson, Blyth, Grocers and Ship 
Owners. Feb 8 at 2 at offices of Brewis and Co, Royal arcade, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 3 

Wills, William, Brady st, Whitechapel, Boot and Shoe Manufac- 
turer. Jan 27 at 3 at offices of Biggenden, Well st Hackne 

Wilson, Mark, Walkington, York, Farmer. Jan 27 at 3 at offices of 
Benjamin Pickering, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull, Walker 
and Spink, Hull 

Wise, William, Wheldrake, York, Farmer. Jan 31 at 3 at offices of 
Robert and Co, Blake st, York 

Young, Thomas, Sheffield, Jeweller. Jan 28 at 3 at offices of Binney 
and Co, Queen st chambers, Sheffield 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guarantesd Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it *‘ the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage fer Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medica 1Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break- 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTIna A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
ss Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 

ited. 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 38., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


MR. G. H. JONES, 


: SURGEON DENTIST, 

57, GREAT RUSSELL STREET, LONDON 

; (Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
Gepptios, by his absolutely Painless System of Dentistry, the Great 
Exhibition Prize Medal Teeth (London, Paris, New York, Berlin, 
Vienna, &c.). 8S. G. Hutchins, Esq., Surgeon-Dentist to the Queen, 
says:—‘‘I am glad you have obtained her Majesty’s Royal Letters 
Patent to protect what I consider the perfection of painless den- 
tistry.” Professor Gardner, late of the Royal Polytechnic Insti- 
tution, says :—‘‘I have examined and tested your patented painless 
system of adjustment ; it is quite perfect, and is the most successful 
application of scientific laws for securing actual wear and comfort 
yet introduced,” Consultation free daily, and terms to suit every- 
one, at “Painless Dentistry,” 116th Edition, gratis and 
post free. 














-EDE AND 50N 
ROBE Pie. MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Wholeoft he Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 


BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY 2 CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


ANAGING CLERK.—Wanted, in a Solicitor’s 

Office at the West-end, a Gentleman capable of taking charge 

of the Common Law and Chancery Departments (which are small), 

and of the Conveyancing. No mere clerk need apply. Statesalary. 

—Letters to be addressed to A. and Y., care of ar, Hunnard, Law 
Stationer, Inner Temple-lane. 











Psd IOR CLERK Wanted in a City Office Good 


_ character necessary; most write a good hand, 
writer preferred.—Apply by letter, stati 


Shorthand 
references and 


AW.—Conveyancing or General Clerkship Wanted 
by a Solicitor (articled in the country and lately admitted) ; 
experience chief object.—Apply, F., 129, Gower-street. 


O SOLICITORS.—A Thoroughly Experienced 

Land Agent seeks, in the Spring, a permanent engagement in 
the office of a first-class firm of Solicitors having Estates, to 
manage as an assistant.—Apply by letter, Surveyor, care of 
Messrs. Street Brothers, 5, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


To COUNTRY SOLICITORS.—A Solicitor prac. 

tising in the City, desires an Engagement as Clerk for con. 
ducting Town Business. Salary (moderate) fixed, or according to 
wa one.— Letters to W., “‘ Solicitors’ Journal,” 52, Carey-street, 


R. BANISTER FLETCHER’S valuable TEXT 
BOOKS, arranged in Tabulated form, and fully indexed for 

ready reference. 

LIGHT and AIR, with methods of estimating Injuries, reports of 

most recent cases, &c, Twelve Diagrams, Crown 8vo, cloth, 6s. 

post-free. 

ARBITRATIONS, with Appendix of Forms, and List of Schedules, 

Crown 8vo, cloth, 5s., post-free. 

COMPENSATIONS, with Appendix, giving Forms of Precedents 

and Valuation Tables. Crown 8vo, 5s., post-free. 

B, T. Batsrorp, 52, High Holborn, London, or of any Bookseller, 














Fourth Edition (further revised and enlarged), price 5s., net. 
INTS on ADVOCACY, including Examples of 


Sixteen Types of Witnesses, and the mode of Cross-examin- 
ing them. By RICHARD HARRIS, Barrister-at-Law, of the 
Middle Temple'and Midland Circuit. 

London: Watsertow Bros, & Layton, 24, Birchin-lane. 


OYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE 
OFFICIAL PUBLICATIONS. 

CHANCERY DIVISION.—The Sittings Papers, Daily and 
General Cause Lists, Rota of Registrars, and Transfers of Causes, 
£2 2s. per annum. 

COMMON LAW DIVISION.—General, Supplemental, and Daily 
Cause Lists of Sittings in Banco and at Nisi Prius, and New Trial 
Papers £2 2s. per annum. 

PROBATE and ADMIRALTY DIVISIONS.—Cause Lists, Motion 
Papers, and all other Authorised Publications, £1 1s. per annum, 

CHAMBER SUMMONSES before the JUDGES and MASTERS, 
£2 2s. per annum. 

Publications of all Divisions (except Daily Cause Lists), £2 2s, 
per annum. 

The Daily Lists are delivered to Subscribers about 6 o’clock p.m. 

Tomas Scort, 1, Warwick-court, Holborn. 








PRELIMINARY, INTERMEDIATE, FINAL (Pass and Hon our s) 
LAW EXAMINATION, 


R. ALBERT GIBSON’S Classes and Postal 

Preparation for these Examinations continue throughout 

the year, except during one month in summer. Two Residential 

Pupils received. Terms on a to 35, Southampton-build- 
ings, Chancery-lane, or to St. Mary Cray, Chislehurst. 


[N.B.—At the Michaelmas Examination, 1880, out of 26 pupils 
sent up for the Final 22 passed, out of 17 sent up for the Inter- 
mediate 16 passed, and all 9 pupils sent up for the Preliminary 
passed. At seven out of the last eight Examinations Mr. Gibson's 
pupils have taken Honours; the including First, 
Second, Third, Fourth, and Fifth Prizemen, besides many Cer- 
— of Merit, Second and Third Class Honours. In last 

une FouR and in last November three pupils, secured Honours.] 


My pr tustese PREFERMENT WANTED.—Private 
patrons, interested in the legitimate sale, by private treaty, 
of advowsons, presentations, &c., in favour of well-recommended 
clergymen, should refer to the PRIVATE PATRONS’ GAZETTE, 
edited by Mr. W. EMERY STARK, Associate Institute of Actuaries, 
F.R.G.S., &c. Post free for six stamps.—Address, Messrs. W. 
Emery Starx, 23 Bedford-street Strand, 











ESTABLISHED 1851, 
IRBKBEOK BAN K.=- 


Southampton Buildings, Chancery Lane. 


Current Accounts opened according to the usual practice ot other 
Bankers, and Interest allowed on the minimum monthly balances when 
not drawn below £25. No commission charged for keeping Accounts. 
The Bank also receivesmoney on Deposit at Three per cent, Interest, 
repayable on demand. The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
charge, the custody of Deeds, Writings, and other Securities and Valu- 
ables ; the collection of Bills of Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons; and 
the purchase and sale ot Stocks and Shares. Letters of Credit 
Circular Notes issued, 

A Pamphiet, with full particulars, on application. 

FRANGIS RAVENSOROFT, Manage 

3lst March, 1880. 


HURGOUOD & OO., Estate and Land Agents 
Surveyors and Auctioneers, Lonsdale Chambers, 27, Chan 
lane, W.C., hold PERIODICAL SALES ot Property, at the MART, 
Second Tuesday in each month. Railway, School Corporation, 
Board of Works, and other Compensations conducted. Valuations for 
Probate, Mortgages, &c. Estates managed, 








salary, to 
ter & Co,, 35, Throg- 


Messrs. W. H. & Co., 
morton-street, E.C, 


essrs. Stephens, 





A scale of charges upon application. 
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